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LETTERS. 



LETTER I. 

Inifoiudory remarkiy itatemint qf Ihe quuHon^ ond mdhodof 
argumwUaioft, 



BEVKRKND AND DEAR, BROTHER, 

Believing jou to be a sincere inquirer after truth, ami 
a friend to manly discussion ; and feeling persuaded 
that the genuine doctrines of the gospel will not suffer 
bj free iuvestigation, I am induced to address jou these 
Letters upon the subject of a future rBtrihutiont on 
which a difference of opinion obtains between us. Aq4 
although I have every assurance of your candor and 
friendshipy still I acknowledge that I feel no small share, 
of diffidence in addressing a brotiier whose talents have 
gendered him eminent, and who has been in the ministry 
more years than I have been in existence. But prompt- 
ed by the importance of the subject, and encouraged by 
the con^deration of your candor and Cbristiau affection, 
I propose in these Letters to offer such remarks upon 
your system as occur to my mind, state my own views 
upon the subject of future punishment, and adduce such 
evidence from scripture and reason, as has inclined me 
to .believe, that, although all misery will be of limited 
duration, it will not be bounded by thedeath of the body. 
I eiiter upon the examination of this subject with the 
more. cheierfMlness, frqm the conviction that 1 hi^ve.na- 
2 
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thing to lose. For if the opinion I have embraced* be 
in accordance with the scriptures, I feel conscious that 
it cannot be overthrown ; and if it be unfounded, th« 
sooner I am convinced of mj error, tlie better. I have 
nothing to fear» therefore, in this discussion. But on 
the contrary, though 1 have not the vanity to suppose- 
that I shall be able to effect any material change in 
your religious opinion, I trust 1 shall be able, in some 
degree, to show the reasons of mine ; and what is still 
more viduable. to show the public that a religious discus- 
sion can be carried on in the exercise of Christian feel- 
ings, without bitterness or personal reflections. 

Neither will the difference of opinion which exists 
among our brethren, give any occasion for triumph to 
the daughters of the uncircumcised ; for all denomina- 
tions diff'er in opinion among themselves. While the 
believers in endless misery are divided into numerous 
sects and parties, and are so embittered against each 
, other, that they will have no fellowship together, and 
will even exclude each other from the table of their 
comfhon Master, it cannot be thought strange that a 
difference of opinion, should exist among the believers 
in the opposite doctrine. Neither is the existence of 
controversy in our order an unprecedented thing. Th% 
Unitarians, though a respectable and flourishing sect, 
are greatly divided in opinion ; and public controversy 
has existed among them, as in the case of Price and 
Priestley. The Episcopal Church has furnished writers 
on almost every side of the question. And in our own 
country, Professor Stuart and Dr. Miller, both orthodox 
^divines and advocates for the doctrine of the Trinity, 
have lately discussed before the public the subject of the 
••eternal Sonship of Christ." l^ie Presbyterians at the 
South have recently been engaged in controversy on the 
principles of church government. Now should a dif* 
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LETTER I. 7 

ference of opinion among us create any alarm, when a 
difference equally great, exists in every other denomina- 
tion ? Let him that is without sin, east the first stom. 

A difference of sentiment iu any denomination is evi- 
dence of the sincerity of its professors. The huiilan 
miod is so constituted, and our educations are so very 
different, that men will necessarily arrive at different 
Gonclttsiona in matters of religion. No entire sect or 
party of men, who have courage to think for themselves, 
and frankness enough to declare their opinions, will bt 
found agreed on every subject. When any entire deno- 
mination, therefore, profess to be united on every point, 
it is a strongi presumptive argument, that they are want- 
itig, either in independence or frankness. A diversity 
of views is not always an evil. It may serve many val- 
uable purposes. It creates a spirit of inquiry, and calls 
into exercise many of the latent powers of the mind> 
which would otherwise have lain dormant, and wasted 
by inaction. It also opens a broad field for the exercise 
of tliat charity which is the distinguishing trait in the 
character of the Christian, and which is emphatically 
styled *Hhe bond of perfectnessJ^ Notwithstanding reli- 
gious controversy has been greatly deprecated by many 
Sincere and pious Christians, I am far from regarding it 
universally as an evil. A great part of Paul's epistlea 
is of a controversial nature. And was not the glorious 
reformation from papal superstition effected by contro- 
versy ? It is to free and manly discussion, that the 
doctrines of Protestants owe their rise. And it is by 
the same means that the doctrine of the '^Restitution of 
all things" has been revived in this age and country. 
To free investigation^ then, the Christian public is in- 
debted for many of its most valuable blessings. 

But religious controversy is not free from abuse* 
When it is carried on with an improper spirit, it is pro- 
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, duetiye of mischief. If it originates in ambitton, and 
ends in bitterness ; if it generates the unhallowed feel- 

/ings of hatred and ill-will, and destroys affection and 
fellowship, it may be reg^irded as an evil. But then, the 
fault lies not in controversy itself, but in the parties 
who engage therein. That disputant who misrepresents 
his opponent, by artfully giving a false construction to 
hii language, or bj passing over his principal argument ; 
who labors to conceal his own views, and wanders from 
tlie question at issue, gives evidence of the weakness of 
his cause, and evinces to the world that he is governed 
by unchristian feelings, and is contending for mastery 
rather than truth. But if controversy is properly con- 
ducted, it is nothing more than free and rational dia- 
CBSsion. 

Though in these pages I shall attempt to support the 
doctrine of a future retribution, you are not to consider 
that it is from self-interest or personal advantage that I 
plead for this doctrine. So far as selfish feelings are 
engaged, they remonstrate against a future retribution. 
Were 1 to shape my religious creed by my own indi- 
vidual feelings, I should exclude all misery, both present 
and future. If future punishment is true, I am exposed 
to it as well as others ; and hence it cannot be supposed 
that I flatter myself with any advantage from the truth 
of this doctrine. But human feelings are not the proper 
test. Sin always corrupts the mind, and le^ds the sin- 
ner to hope that he may escape the righteous judgments 
of God. A just retribution is the dread of sinful crea- 
tures. When Paul reasoned of a judgment to come^ 
the unbelieving Felix trembled. There is, therefore, 
much more danger of being biassed against this doctrine, 
than in its favor. If a future punishment be the truth of 
God, it is natural to suppose that it will meet with oppo- 
sition from the selfish feelings of the human heart ; whilo 
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yonr scheme will be supported by the same feelings, 
though it be an error. In order to judge correctlj in 
the case, then» it is necessary that ail selfish feelings 
and personal interest be laid aside. 

Perhaps you may say that in the above remarks, I hare 
adopted the maxims laid down by the believers in end- 
less misery.. And what of that ? Must truth be reject- 
ed, because it is advanced by those who oppose our 
general system ? If we are candid, we shall be willing 
to receive the truth, by whomsoever it may be advanced. 
I am far from desiring to differ from evei7 other deno* 
mination. Shall we reject the being of a God, because 
the abetters of endless torment advocate that doctrine? 
Some of our public laborers appear to think that in order 
to support our general system, we must reject every 
doctrine held by any other sect. But this thirst for 
innovation is extremely dangerous. It may show that 
they have a zeal, but it shows at the same time, that it 
is a zeal **not according to knowledge." We believe 
that many of our brethren have run into an extreme by 
embracing the doctrine of endless misery. And this 
very consideration ought to teach us caution, that we 
may avoid the other. Nothing is more natural than for 
men to go from one extreme to its opposite. And unless 
our denomination have exercised more wisdom than all 
which have gone before them,, it is just to conclude, that 
some of us, in coming off from endless misery, have 
carried our views into the other extreme. Surely, that 
person would be wanting in modesty, who should assert 
that every denomination but his own, embraced nothing 
but error. There is not that difference between the 
various theories, which some people imagined The fun- 
damental doctrines of the gospel are embraced by almost 
every denomination, how much soever they may differ 
in explaining them. 
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A trttlj wise man will always endeavour to improf^ 
hj the virtues and foibles of others. And as we are 
sensible that many religious teachers have dwelt too 
much upon the threatenings of divine inspiration, it be- 
comes us to beware of the other extreme* A middle 
course is generally preferable. The gospel of Jesus 
Christy though a dispensation of mercy, has threatening^ 
as well as promises. The author of this dispen^tion 
was anointed by the Father, to proclaim the day «f wen- 
geance of our God, as well as the acceptable year of tbo 
Lord.* The Christian minister is to persuade men by 
the terrors of the Lord^t as well as to beseech them 
by the mercies of God.t Now if we dwell exclusively 
4ipon the promises of the gospel, we go counter to divine 
instruction. If we make no other use of the threaten- 
ings than to explain them away, and convert them into 
assurances of pardon, we weaken the motives of our 
holy religion, and injure the cause we are laboring to 
support. These remarks, I think, will strike you as 
self-evident truths. 

The success of any cause depends much upon the 
course pursued by its public advocates. And, although 
I can say with pleasure that you have done much to 
extend the cause of liberal Christianity^ and have been 
eminently successful in rectifying false notions relative 
to the character of God, and the destination of mankind, 
still I have the mortification to say, that I think you 
hav^ carried your principles too far. Had you confined 
yourself to scripture phraseology, and been content to 
say, in the language of the apostle, that the economy of 
divine grace will be accomplished "in the dispensation 
of the tulness of times," I should have rejoiced with joy 
unspeakable. But when you limit the benefits of the 
gospel to this state of existence, and thus fix "the times 

• Ifs. Ixi. t. t « Cor. V. u. ^ Rom. %iu |. 
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and seftsons which the Father hath put in hia own power,** 
1 feel impreased by a senae of dutj to enter mj feeble 
proteat. I do not mean, however, bj these frank re- 
marka to call joar amcerity in question, or to injure in 
the least, your moral or religious character. Personal 
attacks and unfriendly insinuations always betoken an 
improper spirit, and injure the cause of the person who 
uses them. Every thing of this nature I shall endeavour 
to avoid«^ But if, in the ardor of debate, the writer 
should unfortunately adopt them, it is freely acknow- 
ledged that it would not redound to his honor, nor pro* 
mote the interest of his cause* 

Having introduced the subject with these desultory 
remarks, I will now call your attention to a particular 
statement of the theme in debate. The question is, nut 
whetiier men are punished in this world, but whether 
they receive all their punishment here ; not whether 
they ape punished here for their sins generally, but whe- 
ther they are punished for every sin they commit; not 
whether some are fully recompensed on earth, but whe- 
ther this is true of the whole human kind. All passages 
and arguments, therefore, which go to prove that men 
are famished in this state, have no bearing in the case ; 
they must prove that every individual receives all his 
punishment in this world, or that he will receive none 
after death, or else they prove nothing in this controversy. 
That men are accountable for their actions to the Au- 
thor of their being, is plainly taught in the scriptures, 
and demonfrtratecl by universal experience. To assert 
the contrary is downright xVtheism. If there is a God 
then, to whom we are accountable, it presupposes that 
he has given us a law as the rule of our conduct; and a 
law supposes a penalty which must be inflicted in case 
of transgression. The very idea of accountability, there- 
fore, teaches us that virtue will be rewarded and vice 
punished, here or hereafter. Rewards and punishments 
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grow necessarily oat of accountability ; and all the pan- 
ishraents ioilicted by God are founded upon the same 
principle.* Now if it be cruel in God to punish men 
according to their deeds in a future state^ it is equally 
so in the present. And a^n the other hand, if punishment 
apportioned to our deserts, inflicted in this world, be 
not only just» but merciful, then punishment founded on 
the same principles, will be just and merciful in a future 
state. We do not pretend that punishment in a future 
state, differs either in nature or design from punishment 
inflicted in this world. Men after death are not pun- 
ished on the principles of revenge or retaliation, but 
with a design to humble and reform ; or, in other words, 
to qualify the creature for the enjoyment of happiness. 
We do not believe that those will be punished in a future 
state, who have been, duly punished, and have become 
penitent here ; no — this discipline will be experienced 
by none but those who have not been equitably, recom- 
pensed in this state, and who go out of the world in re- 
bellion. Now on this view of the subject, what reason- 
able objection can be brought against a future, discipli* 
nary punishment, which does not weigh equally against 
all punishment in this world? Why then are you 86 
averse to this sentiment? You will agree with me that 
virtue and happiness are inseparably connected. Now 
religion is valuable only as it makes men happy, that ia, 
as it makes them virtuous. Why then insist so strenu- 
ously that all punishment is conflned to this world ? Do 
you really think that this sentiment is more productive 
of piety and virtue than a future limited discipline ? Can 
you lay your hand upon your heart, and say in the pre- 
sence of God, that you think a future retribution corrupts 

* I will here state for the inforaiBtion of the reader, that I ihall 
not, in this or any future Letter, lahor to prove any position 
which is held, ill common by the writer aad him to whom theae 
Letters are addressed. 
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the morals of soctetj ; that it weakens the motives to 
virtue, and leads to the perpetration of crime ? 

In the discussion of the question befure us, mach has 
been said about the ground of the controversy, and the 
method of argumentation. You maintain that all the 
labor of proof devolves upon the believer in future pun- 
ishments You insist that future punishment must be 
proved true, or else jou are justified in believing the 
opposite ; and when you are called upon to produce the 
evidence in favoi* of your scheme, you complain that 
this is burdening you with proving a negative, which is 
incapable of proof. In a discussion of this question 
with Mr. Turner, you say, «« Although you persist in con- 
tending that it is incumbent on me to prove the negative, 
of our general question, I am still disposed to maintain 
the reverse, and to contend that it is incumbent on you 
to attempt to prove the positive of our general question 
bj the testimony and word of divine inspiration. Until 
this is done, and the doctrine of future punishment is 
proved from the word of Gud, this doctrine is not entitled' 
to our belief."* 

Again you say, to prove positively and directly that all 
misery is confined to this life, <<is, to say the least, throw- 
ing all the labor on one side.'t Now, Sir, if to prove 
that all misery is confined to this life, i« "throwing; all 
the labor on one side," then to prove that men will be 
punished after death, is ''throwing all the labor on the 
other side." This then is the only ground on which yt^u 
will consent to meet your opponent in this controversy ; 
he must go forward and prove his doctrine true— ha 
must pursue a course which according to your acknow- 
ledgement, is "throwing all the labor on one side.^' He 
must pursue a plan which ap|)eared to you "so unrea- 
ftODable," that you rejected it at ooce.j: 

• Gospel Visitant, Vol. 3, p. 312. 

t U. Magasioe, Vol. 4, p. 20. t l^- P- «0. 
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The course which you have adopted, is pursued by all 
the principal advocates for yi»ur views. Thej all de- 
cline producing any evidence in favor of their system, 
beings as would sec:n, determined to '-throw all the labor , 
on one side." Mr. Kneeland says, ^<lt is not pretend- 
ed, as we know of, (hat the scriptures prove there will 
be no future . punishment $ for how can they prove a 
negative P"* From these citations, and to these others 
might be added, it appears that you consider our system 
as the positive, and yours as the negative of the qaes- 
tion before us. But permit me to ask you, have you no 
positive to your faith P does your doctrine consist en- 
tirely of negation? does your faith rest solely upon 
disbelief? One would think so by your method of 
meeting this discussion. WIten you are declaring your 
views to the world, you are not at all deficient in posi- 
iive affirmation; but as soon as you are engaged in 
controversy on this subject, your doctrine is all negation ! 
But, Sir, you cannot be insensible that in questions of 
this nature, the positive and negative are transferable 
from one side to the other. If the doctrine of future 
punishment is advanced, that side of the question be- 
comes the positive, and yours the negative. But if the 
doctrine which limits all punishment to this world, is 
advanced, then that becomes the positive, and future 
punishment the negative of the question. Thus tho 
great cry which has been raised about proving a nega* 
iive, has no bearing in this case ; because it can be used 
on one side as well as on the other. 

But, Sir, the doctrine which bounds all punishment 
by temporal death, for which you contend, must be 
cither a positive or a negative. Is it i negative ? Then 
it is incapable of proof; then you have no evidence in 
favor of your hypothesis — not a solitary text of scripture, 

^ • Christian Messenger. 
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llo^a single ai^umentfrom reason ; then your system is 
only a negation, and your faith disbelief — a creed which 
would better become a sceptic than a professed Chris- 
tian. Thus by pretending that your side of the ques*- 
tion is only a negative, you in reality renounce all scrip- 
ture evidence, and are compelled to say with Mr. Knee- 
land, *'Itis not pretended that the scriptures prove there 
will be no future punishment." — But are your views a 
positive? Then let us no longer be told, that future 
punishment must be proved true, or else it is nut entitled 
to belief. If your scheme is a positive, then it is hoped 
that you will not refuse to meet us on this ground. 
You then have an affirmative as well as we, and you are 
under as great obligation to prove your affirmative, as 
we are to prove ours. Now if you refuse to meet us in 
this manner, you refuse to meet us on equal ground, and 
will give the public reason to make unfavorable remarks 
relative to your conduct, and the strength of yourcause. 
I trust you will not attempt to support jrour side of the 
question by asserting that the scriptures are silent upon 
future punishment; for this is only preparing a weapon 
for yourself. This is the popular defence which is set 
up by the abetters of your system. But in fact, it is 
acknowledging that your system is only a negation of 
belief. But popular as this mode of defence is, it is far 
from favoring those into whose service it is constantly 
pressed. This argument, if it deserves the name, may 
be retorted upon you with all its force. Thus, if yon 
ask proof of future punishment, I will give you the 
silence of the scriptures on the opposite doctrine. 

Feeling disposed to treat the subject with all possible 
ClirDesSy I will endeavour to state the case in a manner 
which I think mast be satisfactory to all candid inquir- 
ers^ and objectionable only to those who fear to meet the 
•abject oa its proper ground. Let the question be, Ji 
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all misery confined to this life; or does it extend beyond 
death? In this two-fold queatioD, jour opinion and 
mine are both stated. You believe in the affirmatiTe of 
the first question, as much as I do in the affirmative of 
.the last And it is as encumbent on you ^o prove joilr 
affirmative, as it is on me to prove mine. This state- 
ment is so fair and equitable* that I cannot believe that 
jou will object to it But should jou attempt to evade 
this statement as some have done, and insist that the 
question should be,— JDoes (he bible teach the doctrine of 
future punishment 9 I shall regard it as shrinking from 
the subject in debate ; or, to use jour own words, as 
**th rowing all the labor on one side." And were I dis- 
posed, I could avail myself of the same art, and insist 
that the question should be-^JDoes the bible teach the 
doctrine of the happiness of all men at the article of 
death? In this way we might dispute eternally without 
coming to the merits of the question. 

But [ am not desirous of throwing all the labor on 
either side. I wish you to defend your system both 
positively and negatively, and I am perfectly willing to 
do the same. I should show the weakness of my cause 
by* refusing to advance evidence in favor of my side of 
the question, and you would betray the same weakness 
by refusing to do the same on your part I hope there- 
fore I shall not be told that the burden of proof ought to 
be with the plaintiff; for this again, is avoiding the ques- 
tion, as this plea can be made by us as well as by you* 
The doctrine for which I contend, is the doctrine as 
held^by our order, from the third century dawn to the 
present day, with a very few exceptions. From this it 
^ould more naturally appear that you are the plainti^ 
and we the defendant We can call upon yx)u, therefore* 
for proof, with more propriety tlian you cantupoa^uflk 
Wt are wiilingt however^ to waive this rig^t, and nieet 
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joa on equal grounds. The statement here made, is so 
fair and honorable, that I think it must meet your accept- 
ance. I do not mean bj any of these remarks to call 
jour candor or sincerity in question, but only to suggest 
tiratTou have been led to view the subject in an impro- 
per light. Neither are you to understand the above in 
the light of a challenge. My only design is to state the 
case in its proper light, to mark the course which ought 
to be pursued by all who controvert this question. Tbo 
statement and examination of your system will be at- 
tempted in our next 

Toors, lie. 
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SuOetnerU and tMminoHen of Mr. Bcdlou'i syHem. 

BBV. AND D^^^ BHOTHeR* 

Having ^tati^d the question in del^fite, and the ground 
of the CQQtrpven^y, J will upw ^pdeavor to state your 
system, coi^pare itn sevecal parts together, and test 
them by the volume of divine truth. 

Your system in brief, appears to be this ; — Man pos- 
sesses two natures, or principles, soul and body ; the one 
pure, the other impure. Ml sin originates in the fiesh, 
and when the soul is dislodged from the body, it is neces- 
sarily pure, and consequently happy. That this is a just 
representation of your views, will appear from the fol- 
lowing quotations from your writings. 

"The opposition of the law of the heavenly man to 
that of the fleshly, is meant by the prohibition."* **Siii 
is the fruit of the flesh.^t "Ml sin originates in ike 
earthly natureJ^t '*it is to the powers and appetites of 
the flesh that every sin we commit, may be traced."$ 
'•The scriptures plainly indicate that the. constitutional 
infirmities of flesh and blood are, in fact, the source from 
whence all sinful temptations arise."0 *'Now it is plain 
from scripture that aU sin, all wickedness, and all evil 
doings, are the works of the flesh.'^f "The mind, spirit, 
soul, or whatever the reader pleases to call the immortal 
part of man, that spirit being eternal and immortaUy 
pure, was opposed to the passions which would immedi- 
ately rise from the fleshly nature.'^** *( Another very 

* Treatise on Atooement, p. 34. t lb. p. 49 

i Go». Visit. Vol, II. p. 187. » Lectures, p. 74. 

I Lect. p. 78. TLect.p.369. 
•• Aton. pp. 32, 33. 
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great inconsiBiencj it to suppose that after people shall 
have ceased from all the sins etittinerated in the teit» 
and are in a constitution of existence where no such 
crimes can ever be committed, they are there to be tor* 
mented for what thej did in this world."* "The hearer 
is caationed against supposing that we allow that the 
next state will be subject to sin ; we distinctly say that 
the evidence of this, is wanting both in scripture and 
reason."! "As sin had its origin in the flesh and blood* 
and is the natural offspring of the lusts by which men 
are tempted, and as no intimation is given in the scrip* 
tures, that sin ever was, or ever will be committed out of 
flesh and blood, we venture to hope that sin will never 
exist after the present mortal state shall ckise."^ 

Here then we have your system before us i Uiat man 
consists of two natures, flesh and spirit; that thefl^sh i$ 
the source of all wickedness, and the spirit is "immortal- 
ly pure, so that the destruction of the body frees the soul 
from guilt. 

i will now state the grand basis on which you found 
your hypothesis. In your "Treatise on Atonement," 
you attempt to make a distinction between the creation 
and formation of man. His created character was spir* 
itual and pure, but his formed character was earthly 
and sensuaL You say,§ "I have argued that the forma- 
tion of man was after his creation, as appears from the 
account given by Moses, in Genesis, ft seems reasonable 
to conclude that man, in a spiritual sense, was created 
in Christ, the heavenly nature, as his body was formed 
in Mam, the earthly. And as all our bodies came from 
that one formation, so all our spirits came from that 
one creationJ^ "If Christ be the image of God, and 

• Lcct. p. 242. t Lect. p. 409. 

X U. Maga^Bine, Vol. III. p. 150. ^ 
» AtoD. pp. 193, 193. 
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nan was created in God's image^ it is plain that man 
was created in Christ."* <<We are then informed bj 
the sacred text, that God formed (not created) man of 
the dust of the ground.'t 

From these passages taken from your Atonement, it 
would seem that man was^rs^ created a spiritual being, 
abiolutely pure f and was created in Jesus Christ: and 
that some time after his creation, God was pleased to 
/ortn him of the dust of the earth, and from this earthi j 
constitution all sin proceeds. This hypothesis, wild 
and visionary as it is, is the foundation of your system ; 
it is the basis on which your whole scheme rests. This 
is what you introduce to solve the profound question. 
Whence came evil f 

You maintain that man was first created spiritual 
and pure. But of the truth of this, you have not pro- 
duced a particle of proof. You further state that man 
was created in Jesus Christ. What idea you mean to 
convey by saying that man was created in Christ, I am 
unable to determine. One thing however is certain, 
viz. that the evidence you adduce in support of this 
position is weak and inconclusive. The first passage 
you quote for this purpose, is Rev. iii. 14, where Christ 
calls himself, "the beginning of the creation of God." 
Wakefield renders the passage, ^<the chief of the crea* 
tion of God." If this be its meaning, it furnishes no 
proof that Jesus Christ was created before men. But 
it is probable thai St. Paul means the same, by *'the. 
first born of every creature," that is meant by "the be- 
ginning of the creation of God." And this he explains 
by saying, <*he is the beginning, the first bom from 
the deadJ*^X Here the apostle explains ^'the first born 
of every creature/* to signify "the first born from the 

• Aton. p. 31. f lb. p. 31. 

X Coi. i. 15, 18. 
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dead;^* thit is, the first who was raised to iimnortal 
life. The passage therefore does Bot even prove that 
Jesas Christ was creatied before men. Bat if it shonid 
be graDted that Jesus Cbrnt was created before Adam* 
what has this to do with the point in question ? If 
Christ was created before Adam, this furnishes no proof 
that Adam was created in Christ I presume it will 
be conceded that angels were created before men. But 
does this prove that men were created in angels? 
According to Moses' account, it will be seen that the 
beasts of the field, fowls of the air, and fishes of the sea 
were all created before men ; and it would follow from 
this, that men were created in the brutes, as clearly as 
it follows that men were created in Jesus Christ, from 
the position that he was the first of God's creation. 

Because it is said bj Moses that man was created in 
the image of God, and Christ is called by the apostle, 
*'the express image of his person," you infer that man 
was created in Jesus Christ Now this argument rests 
entirely on the principle that the same word has invari- 
ably the same meaning in every connexion in which it 
may be found. But no man of sober sense will admit 
such a position. Should you admit this principle, it 
would follow that Jesus Christ is the self-existent Jeho- 
vah, that Moses is the Qod of the universe, and that the 
Jewish rulers are the Supreme Being ; for the same 
names and titles are applied to Jestis, Moses, and the 
Jewish magistrates in some passages^ which in others 
are applied to the Deity. It would prove that Jesus 
Christ is literally a lamb and a lion, a shepherd, a vine, 
a door, a star, and at the same time a stone. It would 
prove that Job and Christ are one and the same being, 
for both are trailed God's Servant. Nay, it would prove, 
that the words, creafe and /orm, have the same meaning 
in the first ,and Wond chapters of Genesis, because 
S • o 
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they are used synonymously in other passages, as will 
lie shown below. Now I cannot believe that you will 
contend for a principle which will disprove every propo- 
sition, and leave you in scepticism. 

St Paul, it is true, calls Christ the image of God, 
and the same Apostle says also that roan is the image 
of God.* Now this passage proves as clearly that man 
was created in himself as you have proved that he was 
created in Jesus Christ ; and the former is no more 
mystical than the latter. If any person has discernment 
enough to understand what is meant by man's being 
created, tfifat is, first brought into existence, in Christ, 
I presume that he can understand what is meant by 
man's being created in himself. For my own part, I 
can form no conception of either. According to yoor 
views of the subject, the idea I am opposing is a leading 
feature in revealed religion. You make use of this no- 
tion to account for the origin of evil, to explain the 
dKiictrloe of atonement, to show the nature of salvation, 
and to limit the extent of punishment Your views of 
the crM,tion and formation of man are, therefore, the 
fundamental article of revealed religion. And can we 
suppose that an article thus important would be wrapt 
up in mystery to that degree, that not one in ten thou- 
sand can understand it? The declaration, that man 
was first created in Christ, is to me utterly unintelligt- 
blci and I very much doubt whether any person what- 
ever can form any definite idea lipon the subject If 
this be revelation, then revelation instead of enlighten* 
ing, tends to perplex, darken, and bewilder the human 
.mind. The ij^inne of two natures in man appears to 
be too mystical for belief. You object to the Trinitarian 
notion of two natures in Christ You reject it because 
it is so mysteriotts ^t no despite idea can be formed 

• 1 Cor. xi. 7. 
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upon the subject But jour doctrine is liable to the 
same objection. You regard the Trinitarian notion of 
two natures in Christ as a subterfuge to shield them 
from the arguments of their opponents. When any 
passage is quoted expressive of Christ's inferioritj to 
the Father, thej immediately saj, this applies only to 
his human nature. This course, jou strictly condemn. 
But you make use of the two natures in man in the 
same manner. The parable of the wheat and chaff you 
explain ih the same way. The wheat signifies the 
heavenly, and the chaff the earthly nature.* 

To support the idea of two natures in man, you 
sometimes quote 1 Cor. xv. 45, 46, 4r.t "The first man, 
Adam, was made a living soul, the last Adam was made 
a quickening spirit. Howbeit that was not first which 
is spiritual, but that which is natural ; and afterward 
that which is spiritual. The first man is of the earth, 
earthy; the second man is the Lord from heaven.'' 
Whoever will take the trouble to read this passage in its 
connexion, will be sensible that the Apostle was speak- 
ing of Christ and Adam, and not of the two natures in 
man. Bi^t for the sake of the case, we will admit that 
Paul was speaking of two natures in man. The passage 
then, instead of favoring your views, is directly opposed 
to them. You maintain that man was first created a 
ipiritual man, and afterward was formed a natural 
man. But the Apostle maintains the contrary. He 
says, *<That was not first which is spiritual, but that 
which is natural; ^nd -afterward that which is spiri- 
tualJ^ You contend that man was at first heavenly ^ 
and afterward by formation, became earthly. But Paul 
was of another opinion. He says, "The first man was 
of the earthj earthy ; the second man was the Lord 
from heaven.^^ Your opinion is so directly opposite to 

* Aton. p. 119. t Ifotes on the Parablei, p. 17. 
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thatof the Apostle^ that I shall offer no farther comment 
upon the passage. ^ 

Bj examining the two first chapters of Genesis, I can 
discover no ground for the distinction you attempt to 
make between the creation and formation of man% You 
assert that after man was formed of the dust of the 
ground, he was a **partaker of flesh and blood, and pos- 
sessed appetites and passions.''* Now the propagation 
of our species certainly requires the existence of flesh 
and blood, and appetites. St. Paul mentions adultery 
and fornication as the works of the flesh .t Remarking 
upon this passage you say, *'These works, (i.e. adultery, 
fornication, &c.) are all the natural productions of our 
fleshly, earthly natureJ^t Again ; "These are the sins 
which our fleshly minds are daily producing."§ Thus 
you acknowledge sexual intercourse to be the work of 
our fleshly, earthly nature. Without such intercourse 
our species cannot be propagated, and this work neces- 
sarily requires the existence of flesh and blood. Now 
man in his created character^ as you term it, was com- 
manded to propagate his species. As soon as man was 
created, he was commanded to ''be fruitful and multir- 
ply," verse £8. Since procreation necessarily supposes 
the existence of flesh and blood, and bodily passions, 
the command to multiply in the created sttfte, incontro'^ 
vertibly shows that they were in a condition to comply ; 
i.e. that they were composed of flesh and blood atibeii* 
first creation. So that the distinction you mak« between 
creation and formation, appears to be unfouM^d. For 
we have seen that man in his created sta^6, as yo« 
denominate it* possessed those very appetites wMck 
you ascribe to flesh and blood, atid attr&ulfte to \m 
eatthly nature. It is expressly said, thi»t mwn "wats tre* 

* Aton. p. 31. t Gal. ▼. 19. 

t Leet p. 74. f Aton. p. 49. 
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ated male and female^ verse £7. Bot I wouhl ask, does 
this distinction exist among spiritual beings? Have 
we anj account in scripture of male and female souls i 
Does our idea of spiritual intelligences harmonize with 
the work of procreation — a work which necessarily re* 
quires fleshly organs ? Gan we suppose — But J will 
drop this delicate subject. 

What is there, I demand, in the account of roan^t 
first creation, which will not comport with a corporeal 
creation ? The same terms and phrases in the same 
connexion, are applied in common to men and to brutes. 
Must we understand that the brutes also were created 
spiritual ? It is said in verses 21, 22, that "God created 
great whales and every living creature that moveth, 
which the waters brought forth abundantly after their 
kind, and every winged fowl after his kind. And Ood 
blessed them, saying. Be fruitful and multiply, and fill 
the waters in the seas, and let fowl multiply in the earth.'^ 
Now this language is precisely the same as that made 
use of to express the creation of man, and ought to b^ 
understood in the same manner. If the word create^ 
when applied to man to express his introduction into 
being, signifies that his existence is spiritual, and not 
corporeal ; then the same word in the same connexion, 
when applied to the brutes, ought to be understood in 
the same sense. There is no intimation in the account 
that this term has one meaning in one case, and another 
entirely different, in the other. After the fish and the 
fowls were created, they were commanded to be fruitful 
and multiply, and fill the waters and the earth. After 
man was created, he was commanded to be fruitful and 
roultiplj, and replenish the earth. Now if the fact that 
the brutes could propagate their species, proves, as all 
will admit, that they possessed corporeal bodies, then the 
same fact relative to man, proves that he possessed a 
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corporeal body, and that, at his first creation ; for im- 
fnediatelj after his creation, he was commanded to 
multiply. If the phrase, be fruitful and multiply^ when 
applied to brutes, is understood of a corporeal muUi pli- 
cation, then the sarrte phrase, in the same connexion, 
ought to be understood in the same sense, when applied 
to men, since nothing to the contrary is intimated in 
the connexion. If we are allowed to interpret the same 
terms and phrases difTetently, when they are found in 
the same connexion, and when the subject does not re- 
quire, but absolutely forbids it, we can make the scrip- 
tures mean what we please. Men and brutes were 
created in the same manner ; and you must either ad- 
mit that the brutes were first created spiritual beings, 
or else give up this fundamental article of your system. 
Again ; you say,* <*After God had finished his work 
of creation, consecrated the seventh day, and rested 
from his labor, we are informed that there was not a 
man to till the ground. This information is reasonable, 
and authorizes me to say, that as man stood in his cre- 
ated character, which is Christ, the heavenly man, he 
was not at that time formed of th^dust of the ground, 
.was not of the earth, earthly, and therefore was not a 
tiller of the ground.'- The sentiment here expressed 
is diametrically opposite to the account given by Mo- 
ses. Instead of there being no man to till the ground, 
after the six days' work was accomplished, we are 
assured that no sooner was man created, than he was 
commanded, not only to increase and inultiply, but to 
replenish the earth and subdue it. I cannot expose 
yqur statement more efiectually than by giving the 
language of the historian. Verses 27, 28. "So God 
created man in his own image ; in the image of Gud 
created he him ; male and female created he them.^t 

• Aton. p.31. 

t Male and female erealed he them. The learned Dr. Shack- 
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And God blessed them ; And Gqd said unto them. Be 
fruitful and mulfiplj, and replenish the earthy and eub- 
due Hi and have dominion over the fish of the sea, and 
over the fowl of the air, and over every living thin^ that 
moveth upon the earth*" 

Upon this passage let it be observed, that this is the 
first account we have of the creation of marif Our first 
parents here stood in the created character, as you are 
pleased tp call it But ins^ad of their being spiritual, 
wo find they were distinguished by sexes, and com- 
manded to propagate their kind- You say after the siic 
days' work was finished, there was not a man to till 
the ground. But the language of our historian is en- 
tirely different. He informs us that man was com- 
manded to replenish the earth, and subdue it, while ip 
the character in which he was oreated. Subduing the 
earOi is tilling the ground; and this^ man was com- 
manded to do on the first day of bis creation. It was 
also 09 the first day of his creatipn, that don^ipion was 
given him over the br^te creatio^i, This is another 
propf that man was at first created with a corporeai 
body. Will you pretend that the hrute creation were 
put in subjection te man while he was entirely detached 
from* matter, and only a pvre spiritual intelligence? 
Would such dominion be a blessing tQ spirits abstracted 
from all corporeal siibstanpe^p The farthest from it 
possible. 

ford, m bis elaborate connexion between Sacred and Profane 
History, has the following remarks upon these words. ^^The 
Hebrew words might be tfinslated-^% n^le ap4 the fimak^ he 
treaiM them ; that is, he created both : not the male only, \i^t 
the female also, Tfa^ words of Moses are very plain ; he tells us 
that God on the sixth day created the woman as well as the man. 
He dq^j not laj. that Qod createid both at the same instant, npr 
ia the same manner ; for this he distinctly considers in the next 
chapter. But he here hints to us, that God made both the male 
%od the female withiu the tlQie of 4yA;ii«Qi dsy.^* Sa^ ypl^ ly. 
pp. 67, 68. 
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It is further evident, that our original ancestors were 
at first created corporeal beings, from verse 29-~<*Aad 
God said, (to Adam and Eve) Behold, £ have given yoa 
every herb bearing seed, which is upon the face of the 
earth, and every tree, in the which is the fruit of a tree 
yielding seed ; to you it ^hall 6c for meat." Here we 
find that God provided man with vegetables for his food. 
But will you absurdly maintain that beings purely spir- 
itual, feed upon vegetables P No, you will not You 
say yourself, <'it does not satisfy the soul, her food is of 
a different kind.""^ Thus from the first chapter of 
Genesis we are taught that man was at first created aa 
earthly, corporeal being, and distinguished by sexes; 
that he was commanded to propagate his species, and 
cultivate the earth ; and that he might do this more 
effectually, God provided him with vegetables for his 
food, and gave him dominion over the brute creation. 

The gross mistake into which I conceive you have 
fallen, arises from considering the second chapter of 
Genesis a continuation of the history begun in the first* 
Instead of its being a continuation of the first chapter* 
it appears to be only an explanation or supplement to 
the same account. In the first chapter Moses has giv- 
en a summary account of man's creation ; in the second 
he has given the same account in detail. As the subject 
of man's creation was vastly important, and as the ac- 
count of that event was more brief, according to its 
magnitude, than the account of other events, Moses 
thought proper to enlarge upon this subject, and inform 
us of the manner of its accomplishment. Consequently 
in the second chapter he resumes the subject, and gives 
a circumstantial account of the creation of man. In the 
first chapter he tells us that man was made male and 
female ; in tlie second he informs us of the process. He 
says the miUe was made of the dust of the earthy and 

* Aton. p. 3S. 
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animated by the breath of the Almighty ; and that the 
woman was taken from the man. In the first chapter he 
informs ns that man was commanded to subdue the earth; 
in the second he gives the particalars. He says that 
God planted a garden, and put man into it, to dress and 
to keep it. In the first he informs us that G od gave unm 
the trees and herbs for food ; and in the second^ that 
'man was permitted to eat of the trees of the garden. 
Let any unbiassed person read these two chapters with 
attention, and it would seem that he most discover that 
they both relate to the same event Moses wrote as 
' most of our military commanders write in these days. 
First by ^ving a nummary of the event, and then by 
giving a detailed account of the same event In this 
manner Moses wrote the history of man's oreation ; 
first by a summary, then in detaih* 
Our historian commences the second chapter by say- 

* iBg, *^Thus," (that is, in the manner described in the 
^ first chapter) **the heavens and the earth were finished, 
^- and all the host of them." In the second and third 

i^ffses, Moses gives an account Df God's ending his 
work, and consecrating the Sabbath. Here Moses ends 
' fais summary «r general account of the creation. You 
all^e a clause in the fifth verse to prove that after the 
^aeventk day, there was not a man to till the groniAd. 

• We readily admit that M<ise8 declares there was not a 
' man to till the ground. But he gives no intimation 

>that this was after the seventh day. On the contrary, we 

* ^^The first and second chapters of Genesis,^* says Dr. Shuck- 
fordf ^^give us the whole of what Moses relates concerning the 
creation of mankind. Now we shall see that they accord perfeotly 
with each other ; if we consider the first chapter as giring a short 
and general account of this great transaction ; and the second to 
be a resumption of the subject, in order to relate some particulan 
"belonging to it, which, in the conciseness of the first relation, 
.were passed OTer nnmentioned.^^ Connexion, Vol.. IV. p«e7. 
*^he second chapter i* no mora than a toppleBent to the far- 
mer.*^ IWp.71. 

4 
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have endeavored to show that the second chapter is only 
a supplement to Uie first. If this be the case, then the 
clause jou cite, instead of applying after the seventh 
day, applies before. But let us examine the passage 
itself, with a vieiv to ascertain the time to which the 
daase in question alludes. The fourth and fifth verses 
read thus — ^^'These are the generations of the heavens 
and of the earth, when they were created ; in the dat 
that the Lord God made the earth, and the heavens, and 
every plant of the field before it was in the earth, and 
every herb of the field before it grew ; for the Lord God 
had not caused it to rain upon the earth, and there was 
not a man to till the ground/^ Now let us ask, when 
was there not a man to till the ground ? The passage 
shall answer. In the day that the Lord made the hea- 
Tens and the earth» the plants and the herbs. By turn- 
ing to the first chapter, it will be seen that the plants 
and herbs were created on the third day ; and that man 
was created on the sixth day. So it was true that 
there was not a man to till the ground on the day in 
which the plants and herbs were created ; for man was 
not created until the sixth day, that is, three days 
later. Thus we see that the fifth verse of the second 
chapter does not furnish a particle of proof in favor of 
your hypothesis ; but, when taken in its connexion, goes 
directly to confirm the views we have advanced. Will 
you still maintain that this passage applies after the 
first week of the world, when the subject, the context, 
and every rational consideration forbid it P I think you 
will not. 

I know of no argument which you adduce in proof of 
jonr hypothesis, which has not been examined, except 
the one founded upon the words, create and form* Be- 
cause Mosps in the first chapter uses the word create^ 
and in the second the word /orm, you take it for granted 
that these terms express ideas entirely different from 
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each other. But we have already endeavored to ghow 
that the same is meant by creating in the first chapter, 
that is meant by forming in the second. The sabject 
and connexion put the same meaning upon both terms. 
I have already shown that the word create is, in the first 
chapter, applied to the brutes as well as to men ; and if 
it necessarily signifies bringing into spiritual existence, 
in one case, it must signify the same in the other. Nay, 
the argument you draw from these terms to prove that 
man possesses two natures, the one spiritual and pure, 
the other earthly and sinful, proves that the brutes also 
'possess two such natures. Moses, it is true, says in 
the first chapter of Genesis, that God created man, and 
in the second chapter, that he formed him. And he 
says precisely the same concerning the brute creatiep. 
Chap.!. £1. <*And God created great whales, and every 
hving creature." Chap. ii. 19. "And out of the ground 
the Lord God formed* every beast of (he field, and 
every fowl of the air.'' Here then the same brute ani- 
mals are said to have been created in on« chapter, and 
formed in the other ; and if this circumstance relative 
lo man proves that he possesses two distinct and dissim- 
ilar natures, it proves the same concerning the brutes. 
But will you contend that the brutes possess two dis- 
tinct natures, the one immortally pure, the other sinful? 
I think you will not. You will probably admit that 
when Moses, in the second chapter, says the Lord formed 
the brutes, be alluded to their being brought into exist- 
ence, which is expressed in the first chapter by the 

* Dr. Shockford has the followin); remarks upon the word 
formed. *'We eay formed^ in the perfect tense ; but the Hebrew 
perfect tense is often used in the sense of a prelerpluperfecl, to 
tpeak of things done in a time past. The Sjrriac version is rightly 
rendered, God had formed ; for the creatures were made before 
man.** Thus our learned author understands the word form to 
have the same meaning as the word create in the t^jro first chap- 
ters of Genesis. See Connexion, Vol. IV. pp. 67— 'Jl. 
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word create. If this then is the sense relatWe to the 
bratal» it is nndoubtedl j the sense relative to the humaa 
creation. Besides, in the second chapter it is expressly 
taid that the woman was made. <<And the rib, which 
th& Lord God had taken from the man, made he a wo- 
man, and brought her unto the man," versie 2£. It is 
manifest from this passage that Moses has expressed 
what jou call the formation of roan bj the word make, 
a word which is certainly synonymous with create. You 
contend that man was created in the image of God. - But 
when the divine Being addressed Noah after the flood, 
and fixed the penalty of murder, he assigns this as a 
reason : <<For in the image of God made he man."* Here 
it is expressly said that man was made in the image of 
Ood. And Moses, as we have seen above, declares that 
the woman was made from the man. Hence it is appa- 
rent that the distinction, for which you contend, was 
unknown to our historian. And if we inquire into the 
scripture use of the terms create and form^ we shall 
find that the sacred writers use them to signify one and 
the same thing. When speaking of men, they use these 
words promiscuously to express their introduction into 
being. They pursue the same course, when speaking of 
inanimate nature. The Lord by the prophet says, **1 
farm light, and create darkness ; I make peace, and 
create evil.'f It is obvious that the words, create and 
form, are used synonymously in this scripture. It is 
also worthy of remark, that God is represented in the 
first chapter of Genesis, to have created that very light, 
which he is here said to have /orme(2. In a great variety 
#f instances, God is said to have created the heavens 
Slid the earth. But the psalmist expresses the same 
thing by the word form. Addressing his Maker, he 
iafft '^Before the mountains were brought forth, or ever 
thou hadst formed the earth or the world, even from 

• Geo. ix. 6. t ha. xU. 7. 
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ever^sfing to evertasting thou art Ood.''* The earth 
itseff, therefore, is said to have been created in one pas- 
sage, and formed in another. Bat shall we maintain that 
the earth possesses two natures? that it was first created 
spiritttalfj, and then that the earth was formed of the 
dust of the earth ? This would appear like trifling with 
the subject, but it appears to me to be just as consistent, 
IS the distinction you make between the creation and 
formation of man. 

I think. Sir, that a person must have a strong inclina- 
tion for the marvellous, to discover your favorite dis- 
tinction in the two first chapters of Genesis. Even j^ 
yourself, when this part of your system is out of sight, 
admit the views for which I am contending. You ac- 
kDowIedge that our bodily appetites were created. Your 
words are : **Our appetites and passions are at all times 
with us : and they are all good in the place for which 
they were made, and for the use for which they were 
created."! In this very Lecture, you maintain that all 
appetites and passions are a part of our earthly nature ; 
and you here expressly say that these appetites were 
created; consequently the creation and formation of 
man are one and the- same thing. In fact, I know of no 
distinction which you <;an make between the words, 
create and form. You would probably explain the 
word /orm to signify to compose, to organize, or put 
together of materials which are already in existence. 
And I would ask, what different sense you can put upon 
the word create P You cannot say it signifies to make 
out of nothing ; for you do not allow such a Greation4 
So upon the whole I very much doubt whether you can 
put any signification upon the word /orm, which will not 
apply equally to the word create* 

We have now examined the two first chapters of 

• fi. xc. t, t Leot. p. 79. t Aton. p. 90. 

4 ♦ 
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GeQ6fii8» on whicb jou found jour notion of two naturet 
in man, and iod no anthoritj for its support. We have 
seen that there is no more evidence that man was created 
in Jesus Christ, than there is that he was created in him* 
self; that the two first chapters of Genesis allude to 
the same events ; that there is no more proof that men 
were created spiritual beings, than there is tluit the brutes 
were created such ; that what is ascribed to man in the 
first chapter, is as indicative of a corporeal bodj, as 
what is ascribed to him in the second ; that the words 
create and form have one and the same meaning in Mo-r 
pes' account, and that on jour system it is hardlj possi- 
ble to give them difierent significations ; th^t all jour 
arguments prove too much, and of course prove nothing 
at all ;~fn a word, that your whole scheme of two dis- 
tinct, complex natures in man, is nothing but a phantom 
too mystical for belief. 

Having shown that the idea of two natures in man, 
ihe one created and pure, the other formed and sinful, is 
unfounded, we will now inquire further into the truth of 
your repeated assertion, that all sin originates in the 
Jlesh. Though you lay this down as an axiom, it is a po- 
sition which is by no means admitted. Before attending 
to this particular, we will observe, that this is a neces- 
sary part of the two natures in man. This grows out 
of your notion of the formation of man. If what hat 
been ofitired against that visionary idea be valid, the 
point we are now upon, is already decided. Every ar- 
gument which weighs against one, opposes the other. 
Kow we ask proof of the assertion that all sin originates 
in the flesh. This assertion, though constantly made, is 
not accompanied with evidence. You will probably saj^ 
that sin arises from lust, and lust originates in the flesh. 
To this let it be replied, that lust, or temptation, as/f- 
€on$ideredt is not vicious. It is no crime in me that an 
evU su^estlon presents itself to my mind. It is the 
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assent o( the miqd to the suggestion, or the resolution 
to commit the act, which constitutes the criminalitj. 
The body is a mere instrument in the hands of the mind, 
if I may so express it. An act of the body, considered 
by itself, is neither virtuous nor vicious. It is the mo- 
tive or disposition of the mind, which gives the character 
to the act. Take awaj the motive of the mind» and the 
act has no more character, either good or bad, than the 
drawing of the breath, or the motion of the eyelids. 
This is the common sense of mankind ; this^ principle 
is ever admitted in all courts of justice* 

If sin lies in the act of the body, then the surgeon who 
amputates, is as guilty as the felon who breaks a limb 
of his victim, and the sheriff is as guilty as the mur- 
derer he executes* But there is no end of examples of 
this nature, all of which show the absurdity of the 
principle I am opposing. It is so obvious that sin lies 
in the motive of the mind, and not in the act of the 
body, that it seems a waste of time to labor this point 
any further. You yourself, when your system is out of 
view, contend for the principle £ here advocate. When 
opposing the infinity of sin, you say, "It will be granted 
on all sides, that no action, unconnected with de^gn, 
ought to be considered sin ; it is then an evil intention 
that constitutes an evil action. For instance, a man 
exerting himself to the utmost of his abilities to save 
the life of his neighbor, accidentally takes his life ; the 
consequence is not the guilt of murder, but a heart- 
aching grief for the loss of his friend. Again, a man 
exerting himself with all his ingenuity and strength to 
take the life of his neighbor, misses hte intention, and 
saves his life from immediate danger ; the consequence 
is not the approbation of a good conscience for having 
lavedthe life of Ms nei^or, but condemnation for 
having designed his death, and perhaps mortification in 
his disappmntment By these instances the reader may 
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gee that no act can be determined to be morally good 
or evil by the consequences which follow, but only by 
the disposition or intention which the actor possesses, 
when the act is doneJ*^* Again you say, "The fact is, 
the moral distinction between virtue and vice, is the 
difference between meaning well and meaning evilJ^^ 

In these passages you declare in the most unequivo* 
cal manner, that every moral act proceeds from the 
evil intention, disposition, or motive of the mind, and 
not from the act of the body. According to your con- 
fession, an act is criminal, not because it was suggested 
by any bodily appetite, but because the motive of the 
mind was evil. You say that an act can be determined 
to be good or bad, **only by the disposition or intention" 
of the actor ; and this you lay down as an established 
principle, which ^'will be admitted on all sides." Thus, 
Sir, when your mind is free from the bias of system, we 
find you advocating views which appear rational and 
self-evident to every reflecting man. You ascribe all 
moral actions, and consequently all sin, to the evil dis- 
position of the mind. And if all sin proceeds from the 
evil intentions of the mind, then surely it does not pro- 
ceedf from the appetites of the body. As it is unphilo- 
tophical to admit of any effect without an adequate 
cause, so it is equally un philosophical to ascribe any 
effect to more than one adequate cause. So after ascrib- 
ing every sinful act to the evil disposition of the mind, 
it would be absurd to ascribe it to any other cause. 
Once more; you ascribe sin to ignorance. Your words 
are these — ^"Ignorance was and ever is the cause of sin.'t 
I will not in this place attempt to show the impropriety 
of this statement, but will observe that ignorance, as 
far as it is any thing, is a state or condition of the mind^ 
and not of the body. Knowledge is a mental acq^iai- 

• Aton. pp. tl, fSL t U. Mag. vol. IV. p. 153. 

X Lcct p. to. 
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tioDy and as ignorance is the opposite of knowledge* sp 
it most be a sUte, not of the body, but of the mind. 
Hence sin cannot proceed from the body. 

Perhaps jou may say, though the tmmeiltaie cause of 
sin may be the evil design or motive of the mind, still 
its more remote cause may be the wants and appetites of 
the flesh, for without these no evil action would be com- 
mitted. This does not affect the argument in the least 
For if the wants and appetites of our nature move us to 
action, this action is not sinful till such a character is 
given it by the motive or intention of the mind. We 
are free to acknowledge, that the wants of our nature 
move us to action, and this activity is a duty. Opr 
wants then only impel ua to action, and were it not for 
the evil disposition of the mind, we should apt aright. 
For instance, the appetite, hunger, prompts us to obtajn 
food, but it doea not prompt us to steal. Theft is sug* 
gested by the evil disposition of the mind, and not by 
hunger ; for hunger would have been as well satisfied 
with the food obtained lawfully, as with that got by 
stealth. The most that can be said of our appetites, is, 
that they impel us to action ; but whether the act is 
good or bad, depends entirely on the inUniion of tke 
actor, if an act be criminal, because its remote cause 
is the waiits and appetites of our nature, then all actions 
are criminal ; for in a certain sense all actioms proceed 
fronnthe wants and imperfections of men. These te« 
marks will meet ypur approbation ; for you say, *^The 
most distant of the Immediate causes of sin, are the 
same as the most distant of the immediate causes of 
virtue.^' After instancing a case of two laborers, one of 
whom made a bad, the other a good use of his earning, 
yott add; *'The reader may see that those two men acted 
equally alike from their natural wants, appetites, and 
passions. Had neither of them any wants, appetites, 
or passions, neither of them would have done any thing 
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at all. Therefore we see that want, appetite* and pas- 
sion in one produced virtue, and in the other, vice; but 
still the more immediate causes were not the same in 
both persons."* 

Here jou admit thst sin arises Trom our appetites and 
passions no more than yirtue. Good actions arise from 
the flesh in the same sense that bad ones do* So far, 
then, as actions proceed from the wants and appetites of 
our nature, so far they possess no moral character ; so 
far they are neither virtuous nor vicious. The same 
earthljr nature which produces one, produces the other 
also. But you say, "the immediate causes are different.'* 
True, but what are these immediate causes? They 
cannot be our appetites and passions ; for you acknow- 
ledge that these produced virtue in one person. If 
appetites and passions produced virtue in one, and vice 
in the other, then they could not be the sole cause of 
cithier. There must be some other cause which renders one 
action good, and the other bad. And what is this cause ? 
You have confessed that it is the dispoHition or motive 
of the mindj and that only, which renders an act vicious. 
Thus it will be seen acconling to your own confession, 
that sin does not arise from the flesh, any more than * 
virtue, and that all sin is produced by the evil disposi- 
tion or motive of the mind. After the arguments I 
have adduced, and these concessions on your part, what 
becomes of your numerous assertions, that aft sin arises 
from the flesh f Will you still maintain that idea, and 
continue to contradict what yoti have said in these 
passages ? 

But there are varihus other arguments which might 
be alledged to confute this notion. If vice lies in 
temptation or the possession of appetites, then Jesus 
Christ was a sinner; for the Apostle testifies that hs 
was tempted in all points as we are, and yet without 

• Aton. pp. 41, 4«. 
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lin.* This text furnishes as with demonstrative evi- 
dence that siu lies not in temptation or the possession 
of appetites* bat in something else. And what can this 
be? It is an evil disposition, which Jeaua did not pos- 
sess. Christ was without sin, because no evil disposi- 
tion existed in Jiim. Tluui we see that temptation 
makes no part of sin. Siu lies wholly in the disposition 
of the mind. Again, if the soul is always pure, how 
shall we introduce the Christian doctrine of regewtra" 
Hon? Surely you will not pretend that it is the body^ 
which is to be regenerated. 

When you maintain that all sin originates in the flesh, 
you imply that the soul is always pure, and free from all 
moral defilement. This is not only implied by your 
statement relative to the source of all iniquity, but you 
expressly state that the soul is eternal and immortally 
fure. This is no misrepresentation of your views. 
For when you argue that there can be no sin after the 
bodj is destroyed, the whole strength of the argument 
rests upon the principle that the soul is always pure in 
itself; and when you assert that all sin arises from the 
flesh, you virtually say that the soul is, not sinful. And 
this you confirm by saying directly that the soul is ini- 
fiiortally pure. And further; the distinction you attempt 
to make between the creation and formation, goes directly 
to show that you believe man to be pure in his spiritual 
or heavenly nature. You have recourse to man's for- 
mation to account for the existence of moral evil. These 
things then sho^v us plainly that you maintain that the 
ioul is always pure. I will however do you the justice 
to admit that you have, in many instances, contradicted 
this; but still this does not affect what you have plainly 
stated in other parts of your writings. 

I will lay this down then as a leading article in your 
•cheme, that the soul is always pure. You admit ibat 



• Heb..ii. 18. and iv. 1^ 



Digitized by LjOOQIC 



i|0 LETTER 11 

the ioul, spirit^ and mind signify one and the same 
thing.* N«w we have already seen that you admit that 
all sin arises from the evil intmtim of thentind or soul. 
How tk^n ^A yiku pretend that all sin arises from the 
flesh, and that the sonl is immortally pure, and at the 
'same time insist that the erH Intention -of the soul alone 
'produces every Ticious act ? You tell us that the soul 
is immortMy fure^ and then tell us in the very next 
breath, that *Hhe powerful vibrations of the fleshly na« 
ture immediately absorbed his mind, (that is, his soul) 
he sought to the carnal man for food, eat and died.'^ 
Again yon say, ^When the creature-like nature leads 
the whole man captive, it is then that the soul is in a 
state of Unreconeiliation and dmth ; but when the hea* 
venly child wUspers heavenly invitations to the soul, 
the soul immediately ceases to confer with Jlesh and 
hlood.*^ Tou say the mind is the soul, and yet you say 
again and agarn,that the carnal mind is the source of all 
evil, and constitutes t]ie devil^ Thus, Sir, does the soul 
of man, which you represent immortally pure, become t 
according to your own acknowledgment, absorbed by the 
JUsh; nay, it confers wUh the fiesh, becomes unrectm- 
eUed and dead, is the s&urce of all evil, and donstitates 
thedifinlir It is rare that we find a gentleman of your 
talekita and reputation as an auOror, contending thua 
warmly both for and against the saAie proposition. 

r am almost tempted to distrustmy own s^enses; while 
elamining what you have said npon ihe subfett. At 
lon^ time all sin arises 'from the body, at another fr6m 
tiie mind, *i^hd then from Ignorance ; at one time fiie 
i6al is'tlways pure/ataiiMither' it confers withfthefifesh ; 
Xv6w^ itiif hDnfenly,andtlie& tonstittttetf thed^h' These 
adverse statements, ahd'the distinction between the 
' treati6n liidd' formation of man, eonstitilfte a leading 

^ AtoB.p.3t. t lb. p. 88. 

t Aton. p. 199. f Attorn Leot; Me. ke. 



Digitized by LjOOQIC 



LETTER II. ^j 

feature in jour "Treatise on Atonement ;'^ a work 
which has been highly coinpiiraented, and pronounced 
an '^excellent and unanswerable work."* 

We will now inquire whether the scriptures counte- 
nance the sentiment that all sin originates in the flesh. 
St. Paul exhorts his followers to put on the whole armor 
of God; "for," says he, "we wrestle not against flesh 
and blood ; but against ppincipalities, against powers, 
against the rulers of the darkness of this world, 
against spiritual wickedness in high place8,"t In this 
passage the apostle represents spiritual wickedness as 
the most powerful foe to which man is exposed, and 
flesh and blood the most feeble. He exhorts us to put 
on the whole armor of God, and then assigns the reason 
why we must take to ourselves i\\\% powerful armor. 
For, that is, because we wrestle not against flesh and* 
blood, those weak and feeble enemies, but against spiri- 
tual wickedness, that most potent of all foes. In this 
passage St. Paul represents spiritual wickedness as vast- 
ly more dangerous than flesh and blood united. Again, 
the apostle speaks of our walking in wickedness, "fulfil- 
ing the desires of the flesh, and of the mind,^^ % To the 
Corinthians the apostle speaks of spiritual corruption. 
He exhorts them to cleanse themselves from all "filthi- 
Dess of the-flesh and spirit.'^ In these passages,. does 
the apostle teach your doctrine, that all sin arises from 
ihefieshP He does not ; he speaks of spiritual corrup- 
tion, and the lusts of the mind ; nay, he represents sptV- 
ituaf wickedness,«fts the greatest en^my to virtue and 
happiness. St. Paul to the Romans speaks of the lusts 
of the %sh. But we have already seen that the same 
apostle frequently speaks o( spiritual wickedness, filthi- 
ness of the spirit, and lusts of the mind. Prom these 

• See Kneeland's Lectures, pp. 71, 96. 

• 2 Cpr. VII. 1. . 
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pusages it is clear tliat he believed in the soul or spirit'n 
being corrupted. And can we suppose that the apostle 
has taught elsewhere, that all sin is confined to the flesh, 
in contradiction of what he has said in these passages ? 
Besides, in the seventh and eighth chapters to the Re* 
mans, a portion of scripture on which you rely in no 
small degree to support your hypothesis, the apostle 
explains what he calls the Jlesh to signify the eamalmind. 
In chapter viii. verses 5, 6, 7, 8, the apostle says, *'For 
they that are after the flesh, do mind the things of the 
flM^ $ but they that are after the spirit, the things of the 
spirit For to be carnally minded is death ; but to be 
spiritually minded is life and peace. Because the car- 
nuUy mind is enmity against God ; for it is not sub- 
ject to the law of God, neither indeed can be. So then 
they that are in the flesh cannot please God." Here it 
is mauifest that by the flssh, St. Paul means the carnal 
wind. He says ''they that are in the flesh cannot please 
God." But how does he support this position P He 
infers it from the statement he had already made, viz. 
<'the carnal mind is enmity against God." The apostle's 
argument therefore is this; — they that are in the^s^^ 
cannot please God, because the carnal mind is enmity 
against God. Now unless we admit that the apostle by 
tbe/es^ meant a tcicked and depraved mind, we destroy 
the whole force of his argument, and make him reason 
very inconclusively. Thus does the apostle ascribe all 
sinfulness, not to literal flesh and blood, but to an evil 
di^osition, or corrupt mind. ^ 

St. James sa,ys. '^Every man is tempted, when he is 
dtvivn away with his own lusts and enticed. ^ Then 
whpn lust hath conceived, it bringeth forth sin ; and sin, 
when it is finisiM., bringeth forth death."* Though yvu 
quote this passage to support your favorite hypatb|5«u[^t 

♦ Juaea i. 14, 15. t Lec^^p, 73,. 
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nothing can be more foreign to your purpose. Two coo- 
sideratioDs clearlj show that the passage does not favor 
your Tiews. I. The Apostle says we are tempted by 
lusts. But he does not say that these lusts are the hisU 
of the flesh. We have already seen that the sacred wri- 
ters speak of the Insts of the mind, or sptril, as well a» 
Justs of the flesh ; and I have the same authority to say 
that these luats are the lusts of the soul, that you haiRs 
to say they are the lusts of the body. fL But if it oould 
be proved that the lusts alluded to, are the lusts of the 
body, it would not yield you that assisunce you want. 
We have already seen that lust or temptation, ulf-eon^ 
sidered, is not vicious. A man may be tempted, as Chriat 
was, and still be innocent. The passage says, ••lust, 
when U hath eoneiived, bringeth forth sin.'' Here we 
Jeam that lust does not bring forth sin till after concep- 
tion, L e. the mind mtist assent and unite with the 
temptation, before any evil act can be performed. It Is 
the assent of the mind, therefore which produces the 
sinful action. W^re it not for the assent^ or rather 
suggestion of the mind, m^n might be tempted, and this« 
instead of rendering them criminal, would confirm their 
virtue. Hence the Apostle says in the context, ••Blessed 
is the man that endureth temptation." Thus does St. 
James confirm the views I have advanced relative to the 
source of sin. 

But it matters not where sin originates ; if the soul 
participates and becomes an accomplice with the body, 
as you have acknowledged again and again, it Is sinful ; 
it is corrupt, and the dissolution of the body can render 
it neither holy nor happy. It is a maxim of truth, that 
the jpartaker is as lutd as the thief. And if the soul ac- 
quiesces and becomes an accomplice with the body, it is 
as culpable as though sin originated in the soul itself. 80 
if it could be proved that all sin originates in the flesh, 
it would not afford you any relief. But we do not feel 
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constrained to make this concession. For we have at- 
reaiy aeen that this notion is destitute of scripture or 
reason for its support ; that it involves many clifficultiesy 
and is acknowledged by yourself to be unfounded. 

To expo&e your system still further, we will for a mo- 
ment admit it to be true. But if the soul is always pure, 
and if the destruction of this earthly house exempts the 
soul from suffering, then salvation consists simply in 
throwing off" the body. This you state as an article of 
your faith. **God has revealed his divine and glorious 
purpose of bringing man back from his formed state, and 
under th« law of the earthly Adam, to his original cre- 
ated sta^, forever to be under the governing power of 
thiB law of the heavenly constitution."* Here then we 
see in what your salvation consists. It consists in bring- 
ing men back from what you call their formed state, to 
thetr created state. And how is this to be effected ? 
Only by the death of the body. But where, I demand, 
are we told in the scriptures, that this is the salvation 
Christ came to effect? Can any such passage be produ* 
ced ? I say there cannot. It ought also to be remarked 
that no man can be saved by Jesus Christ. Our Savior 
when <m earth did not effect a complete salvation in any 
one. Even his own di^^ciples, with whom he associated 
about three years, were not saved by him. Salvation 
you assert consists in being brought back from the form- 
ed state. Now on your system, the body owes its exist- 
ence to the formation of man ; and in order to bring man 
from this formed state, this body must be destroyed. 
Now inasmuch as Jesus never did, nor never will des- 
troy men's lives, he can never be their Savior. He says 
himself that the Son of man is not come to destroy men^s 
lives, but to save them.t In this passage it is expressly 
said that Christ did not come to destroy men^s lives. 

J^ Aton. p. 141. t Luke ix. 5, 6. 



Digitized by LjOOQiC 



LETTER 11. 45 

This, according to joar system, must mean that he did 
not come to save men ; for we have already seen that no 
man can be fully saved without'destroying the body. I 
do not intend to misrepresent your views. I will there* 
fore admit that on your plan Jesus Christ may do some- 
thing towards effecting the salvation of some; those 
who hearken to his instruction in this world, may de- 
rive some good from his gospel ; but still they are not 
completely saved by Christ As all sin originates in 
the earthly formed nature, which is the body, so the 
most effectual and the principal means of deliverance 
from sin, is to destroy this earthly body. Complete 
salvation therefore cannot be effected without the des- 
truction of the body. So Christ cannot be a complete 
Savior to those who hearken to his instruction in this 
world. And as it regards those who never hear of his 
gospel, or obey its requirements in this world, they are 
not saved by Christ at all. Since on your system all 
men are in a degree aaved by death, and the salvation 
of most men is effected wholly by the dissolution of 
the human body, the declaration of Jesus that he came 
not to destroy men's lives, amounts to a plain declara- 
tion that he did not come into the world to save sin- 
ners ! If salvation is effected by the death of the body, 
then Alexander, Csesar, or Napoleofi, might be called 
Saviors with much more propriety than Jesus ; for they 
have slaughtered, (i. e. **brought back to their created 
siate,^^) millions of human beings, but Jesus never 
slaughtered one. 

You assert that as all sin originates in the flesh, so 
when the body is destroyed, there can be no more sin, 
and consequently no more suffering. Kow the whole 
strength of this argument rests upon the principle, thai 
all sin originates iii the flesh— a principle which is by no 
means admitted, and which ought not to be assumed with- 
out pt<k>f. BedEides, we have already attempted the coh- 
5* 
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futatioD of that position, how successfullj is submitted to 
the reader. But if what has been oifered in opposition 
to that doctrine be valid^this argument has been already 
refuted. , But we will admit it true, and then notice 
some of the consequences. Now it requires no supe- 
rior discernment to discover that in this method of salva- 
tion, Christ has no agency. If men are exempted from 
suffering necessarily from the dissolution of the bodj, if 
death translates them to a state, where pain is excluded 
of necessity, and happiness must be their portion, they 
are saved not by Christ, but by death. It is the immu- 
table law of animal nature, that every thing which conies 
into the world, must suffer dissolution, and return to its 
kindred dust; and in the operation of this law of na- 
ture, Christ has no more agency than he has in the revo- 
iution of the earth upon her axis. If Christ exercises 
a saving power in the dissolution of the animal frame, 
tlien he is the Savior of the human, no more than of the 
brute creation. In what sense, 1 demand, is Christ the 
Savior of the heathen on your system ? He does not 
save them in this world, for they never hear of him ; he 
dues not save them in the next, for death places them 
beyond the reach of pain, and brings them to the fruition 
of glory. They are saved by death, i. e. by a physical 
law of their nature ; and if Christ had never made his 
appearance, their situation would have been precisely 
the same that it now is. I need not inform you that all 
who are saved, are saved bv Jesus Christ, while the 
Scriptures expressly assure us that there is no other 
name than that of Christ, whereby we can be saved, and 
that there is salvation in no other* 

Now on your scheme, instead of all men's being sav- 
ed by Christ, he is the Savior of but a part of mankind. 
Were you a believer in the Vicarious Atonement, you 
might in some degree extricate yourself from this dilem- 
ma; but with your present belief you are destitute of 
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that forlorn hope. Now bj far the greater part of man- 
kind on your sjstem are saved bj death, which ha» 
generally been considered the destroyer, rather than 
the Savior of men. The heathen and all who die iin- 
penitent^ are brought to the fruition of boundless feli- 
city at the mom<^nt of death ; and that not because they 
have repented of the sins they have committed— -not 
because they have exercised genuine faith in the Lord 
Jesus — not because they have obtained that knowledge 
which is life eternal — nay, not because Jesus was ap- 
pointed as a Savior; but because they have been slain 
by a law of nature in which Christ has no agency. I 
might go still farther, and say, as no man is fully saved 
or brought from his formed state, while in the body, so 
Christ is not, in strictness of speech, the Savior of any 
human being, but all are saved by a physical law of na- 
ture. Your position that death frees the soul from sin, 
supersedes the means of the gospel. The Scriptures 
assure us that unless we repent, and are converted, we 
cannot entei* heaven. But what has repentance to do 
with the salvation of multitudes on your scheme? If 
death places a man beyond the reach of pain, and in- 
troduces him into heaven, there is no repentance in the 
case. He is saved, not because he has repented of his 
sins, but because death has snatched him to glory. 
Thus do your views appear to set aside the scheme of 
salvation by Christ. 

To avoid this difficulty, perhaps you may say that 
men are ndt saved by death, but by divine instruction 
imparted by Christ after death. Then let us hear no 
more of the boasted assertions, that the soul is neces- 
sarily happy at death ; that our appetites and passions 
being destroyed, sin and its consequences must neces- 
sarily cease ; and that death places us beyond the reach 
of pain. If men are saved by being Instructed after 
death, the main ground of the controversy is changed. 
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and the arguments on which jou have mostly relied, 
given up. If this position is urged, the other, viz. that 
death places us beyond the reach of pain, is relinquished. 
Now I ask proof of the assertion, that Christ will in- 
struct all sinners in a moment at death, in such a man- 
ner as to qualify them for immediate felicity. I ask 
for one single text which asserts that men, who die in 
confirmed wickedness, will be totally changed in the 
instant of death ; raised from the lowest state of moral 
corruption to that of immaculate purity. If men are 
saved by being' instructed after death, then the; do not 
escape all misery in a future state ; for a process of 
instruction necessary to qualify the mind for the enjoy- 
ment of happiness, must of course, require a period of 
time for Us accomplishment; and during this period the 
creature must be more or less unhappy. An infinite 
mind may grasp infinite knowledge in a moment ; but 
finite minds are incapable of this. They obtain their 
knowledge by degrees. It requires but little know- 
Udge of the human mind to know that all information 
is acquired in a gradual manner by finite beings as we 
are. This remark will meet your approbation ; for you 
say, '<! would further argue, that, as man is constituted 
to enjoy happiness on moral principles, to the know- 
ledge of which principles we come by degrees, it is as 
reasonable to believe that all men were intended to ob- 
tain a consummate knowledge of the moral principles 
of their nature, as that any of Adam's race were."* In 
this passage you admit that a consummate knowledge 
of moral principles is requisite to qualify the mind for 
complete happiness, and that this knowledge is acquired 
in a gradual manner. 

Again you say, <*Man exists on such a principle as 
renders him capable of iwiproving in knowlege and 

* Aton« p. 183. 
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happiness, which he obtains by experience. We send 
our children to school for the purpose of learning that of 
which thej are ignorant ; and it is by degrees that those 
sciences are obtained. Men begin their moral existence 
in the same way — hut as fast as they becoine taught, thej 
cooform to the divine rules of their Master.'^* Here 
Again you admit that men are saved by knowledge which 
is gradually acquired, being obtained by experience, in 
the same way in which children obtain a knowledge of 
science, and that men conform to their divine Master 
no faster than their knowledge increases. According 
to your own acknowledgment, therefore, men cannot be 
completely happy, till they arrive at consummate know- 
ledge s and this must require a considerable period of 
time, for you assert that this knowledge is acquired by 
degrees. Now, Sir, to affirm i!iiat those who die in con- 
firmed ignorance and wickedness, will be consummately 
wise and perfectly pure the instant after death, is to 
speak without scripture iMthority, and to contradict 
every just principle of phuosophy, and your own ex- 
press declaration. That men will be thus instantly 
chaaged at death in a moral point of view, the scriptures 
give us not the least intimation. Beside, this view of sal- 
vation is the reverse of that taught in the scriptures. 
The sacred writers assure us that without faith it is tm- 
fossible to please Goa*,/or whatsoever is not of faith is sin.i 
fiut if the vilest sinners are brought in an instant into 
the presence of God, wiiere they must possess divine 
knowledge, it entirely excludes the exercise of faith. 
"Faith," says an Apostle, '*is the substance of things 
hoped for ; the evidence of things not seen."} Since 
faith is the substanWof things /lopwf /or, it supposes 
that those things tift not already in ou repossession. In 
this manner the Apostle reasoned upon this subject. 

• Aton. pp. 190, 191. t Rom. xiv. 23. Heb. xi. 6. 

t H«b. xi. I. 
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"For,'* gays he, "we are saved by ho^pe; but hope that is 
seeu, is not hope ; for what a man seeth, why doth be 
yet hope for P But if we hope for that we see not, then 
do we with patience wait for if* Again» as faith is the 
evidence of thin^^s not seen, it would be absurd to tell of 
men's exercising faith in an object already in their pos- 
session. Thus would your views exclude the means of 
the gospel, and introduce men into heaven in a way «f 
whict) the scriptures are totally ignorant. 

But probably you are ready to wf that men are saved 
by the resurrection, and consequently by Christ. Be it 
so. This, however, is giving up both the other positions 
on which 1 have been remarking. For if men are saved 
by the resurrection, they are not saved by death's^ stop- 
iug their career of wickedness; not by being instructeit ; 
and 1 may add, not by fatth and repentance. That this 
is a position which yon sometimes take, may be seen by 
the following quotations. "The Apostle did not believe 
in a state of sin and miseip after the resurrection, but 
a glorious state of life and immortality.'^ "It seems 
more proper to say that the resurrection into im- 
mortal Vife effected the preparatUfn for tternal felieUy»^^X 
In fact, it is a common saying with you that there can be 
no suffering after the resurrection. But let iis attend 
closely to this subject for a moment. I wish to ihquire 
when this resurrection takes place. The principal 
scripture you cite in proof of a resurrection, is first 
Corinthians, fifteenth chapter. The resurrection, accord- 
ing to this passage, is to take place or commence at 
Christ^s coining. Now I will submit it to you to say 
when this coming of Christ did,^ will take place. If 
you say it allu^s to \ns first coming^ or to his coming at 
the destruction of Jerusalem, then it will follow that all 
men in all ages were raised to immortality at that period, 

• Ram. viii. £4, 25. t Lect, p. 94. 

i Cos. Visit. Vol. n. p. 188. 
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thouj^ it were hundreds of years before those now Hv- 
iog» had a being ! But with all the absurdity attendant 
upon this view of the subject, future punishment is by no 
means avoided. If men were not raised to immortality 
until Christ^ comingt then the old world, and Sodom, 
Korah and his company, Pharaoh and his host, and 
multitudes of others may have remained in suffeHng fiir 
a long series of years, between death and the resurrec- 
tion. Again, if the resurrection is future, thou^^ands 
may now be unhappy, being as yet destitute of salvation. 
Should you, to avoid this difficulty, . contend that they 
may be made happy before the resurrection, I reply, 
then they are not saved by the resurrection, and the 
position now before us falls to the ground. The posi- 
tion that men are saved by the resurrection, must apply 
to all men, or else it is nothing to your purpose ; for if 
all are not saved by it, then some may remain in misery 
after the resurrection, and so your notion of n'o future 
punishment must be given up. To answer your pur- 
pose, then, it must apply to alt men. And this resur- 
rection by which all are to be saved, must be either 
past or future. If it be past, then it involves the absur- 
dity that many thousands of human beings were raised 
to a state of immortality, hundreds of years before they 
had any existence ! And if it be futiire, then many may 
be in misery at the present moment, though they have 
been dead for thousands of year?. So in either case» it is 
far from yielding you that assistance you want. 

I know not how you can extricate yourself from, these 
absarditie?, unless you unite with the visionary Sweden-r 
borg, and maintain that each, m^n is raised at the mo- 
ment of deaths This I think is the only course you can, 
adopt. For the views you have advanced, relative to 
thesQiiUf maa, fokbidtyour aayi^g withi the maUrtalUt, 
that there is no existence between death and the renuc- 
rection. I do not remember having seen any instance 
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in which you have directly advocated the notion of an 
immediate resurrection, though in some cases you seem 
to suggest such an idea.* But in opposition to an imme- 
diate resurrection, we will urge the 15th chapter of first 
Corinthians. St. Paul through the whole chapter speaks 
of the resurrection as a future event. But if each man 
is raised at death, the resurrection was past as well as 
future. The Apostle also represents Christ as theirs* 
fruits, or as he expresses it elsewhere, "the first born 
from the dead^^ But if every person is raised at death, 
Christ is far from being the first who arose from the 
dead ; for thousands have arisen before him. St. Paul 
assures us that the resurrection is to take place at 
ChrisVs coming. Now let this coming be when it may, 
it evidently alludes to some particular period, and con- 
sequently the resurrection cannot take place with every 
man at his death. And further; tite Apostle assures us 
that when the dead are raised, those wht) are alive on 
the earth, shall be changed to immortal beings. Hence 
it is demonstrably evident that the resurrection is yet 
future. Again : on the day of Pentecost St. Peter cites 
from the Psalms a passage expressive of the resurrection, 
which he applies to Jesus Christ To show that David 
could not apply this passage to himself, the Apostle in- 
form^s us that David had not yet ascended, i. e. had not 
arisen from the dead.J Thus it may be seen that the 
resurrection does not follow immediately upon death* 
St. Paul to Timothy speaks of certain impostors who are 
filled with profane and vain babblings, and who have 
erred from the truth, saying, "the resurrection is past 
already^^§ It is not at all probable that these impostors 
pretended that men then living were raised from the dead j 
their only meaning, we may presume was, that those who 

* U. Mag. Vol. 1. Dialogue between a Lim. and a Univ. 
t Col. i. 18. X Acta ii. 26—34, 

f 2 Tim. ii. 18. 
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had departed this life were raised. So that their heresy 
amounts simply to the doctrine, that men are raised at 
death. But if each person is raised at death, the resur- 
rection is past as much as future^ and these apostates 
were not far from the truth. From these considerations 
it appears that the resurrection is a future event. Je- 
sus Christ himself, though he did not see corruption, did 
not arise on the day of his death. We challenge the ex- 
hibition of a single passage which says that each man is 
raised at the moment of death. And if this should be 
granted, it would profit you nothing ; for Jesus declares 
that, some shall come forth to the resurrection of damna- 
tiofu Therefore, if you say with the apostates of old, 
that the resurrection is already past, or if you say it is 
present or future, I think you will do well to get rid of 
all the difficulties I have mentioned. 

I have now examined the three positions on which you 
ground your doctrine of immediate happiness for all men ; 
viz. 1. that men are saved by throwing off the body. 2. 
that they are saved by being instructed after death, and 
3. that tiiey are saved by the resurrection. But on either 
ground, we have seen that faith and repentance, those 
indispensable prerequisites for heaven, are entirely ex- 
cluded. Besides : these positions are at variance, one 
with the other. The moment you advance either of 
these positions, you renounce both the others. Thus if 
you say that death frees the soul from all pollution, you 
in reality say that men are not saved by being instruct- 
ed, nor by the resurrection. If you say that men are 
saved by being instructed after death, you confess that 
they are not freed from sin and qualified for heaven 
by throwing off the body, nor by being raised from the 
dead. And if you say that men are saved by the resur- 
rection, you admit that neither the dissolution of the 
body, nor divine instruction, fits the soul for the enjoy- 
ment of bliss. And yet you nrge each of these positions, 
6 
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together, as tluiugh they were in perfect udisod with 
e^ph other ! 

But perhiips yoa will attempt to maintain a cpnsist- 
encj bj saying that you- predicate your views, not on 
either of these positions separately, but on all united* 
This then, is confessing that neither of them separately 
is suffi(;ient to support your system ; so that ail argu- 
ments resting upon either position alone, are not to be 
admitted as full proof of your views. This reduces 
your proof to a chain of three links, each of which 
must be sounds or the chain is broken* Now if any 
flaw can be found in either of these links, the chaun, is 
broken as effectually as tho every link were destroyed. 
And all that we have urged against these positions sep- 
arately, will apply with eqt\al force, if they were united. 
This ground then is only subjecting you to greater 
. inconveniences ; for instead of having one position to 
maintain, you have three. This perhaps may induce 
you to, rely upon one only. But remember that when- 
ever you urge either of the positions, you renounce both 
the others. 

I have now closed my examination of your sys- 
tem, and what has been offered is submitted to. the 
reader. If I have effect'ed what I attempted to effect, 
i. e. to show that it has no support from scripture or 
reason, but is in opposition to bothi that it is incon3is- 
tent with itself, and acknowledged by yourself to be 
unfounded, it must surely fall. It is hardly necessary 
to examine your arguments, for if the foundation oa 
which they rest is sapped, their force is entirely obvia- 
ted. But as you have several arguments which you 
keep constantly in view, I will examine them at lai^e 
in the next Letter. 

Yours, &c. 
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LETTER III. 

Examination of JUr. Bailou's argumeiUs. 

RBV. AND DEAR BROTHBR, 

As was proposed in mj last, I will now attend to some 
of the principal arguments on which you rely for the 
support of your system. The first argument I shall no- 
tice is this ;<— .tfs sttt and misery are inseparably connect^ 
f(f, and as there wiltbe no sin after death, so ihete can he 
no 'punishment. That this is an argument on which 
you rely, will be seen by the following. "As sin had its 
origin in flesh and blood» and as no intimation is given 
in the scriptures, that sin e?er was or ever will be com- 
mitted out of flesh and blood, we venture to hope that 
sin will never exist after this present mortal state shall 
dose."* This quotation will justify the argument stat- 
ed above. And although there is a taking plausibility 
in this argument, and those of your views place great 
dependence upon it, still I trust that it can be made to 
appear that it is as false, as it is specious. 

Upon this argument we remark — 1. This argument is 
founded upon the principle that all sin originates 1n the 
flesh, and that death saves the soul. But in the preced- 
ing Letter, it has been proved from scripture, reason, 
and your own acknowledgment, thai all sin arises from 
the evil disposUion or intention of the mind, and not 
from the flesh. We have also seen that if dei&th qual- 
ifies a man for heaven, he is not saved by Christ, but by 
a physical law of nature. This has been stated at large 
in my last, to which the reader is referred. And if 
what is there advanced be conclusive, then this argu- 
ment is already refuted. For if the foundation be des- 
troyed» whatever rests upon that basis must tali. 

* U. Mag. Vol. 111. p. 150. See aho Lect. pp. 14, 242. 
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S. The argument before us is also founded upon the 
principle, that all crlminalitj ceases as soon as the sin- 
ful act is performed ; a principle repugnant to the scrip- 
tures, and the common sense of mankind. No man is 
a sinner until he has committed sin, and unless the 
criminality outlives the act, then guilt is as momentary 
as the act. And hence all punishment inflicted in this 
world, is cruel and vindictive, if it continue one mo- 
ment after the crime is perpetrated. This principle 
would destroy all society, and fill the world with rapine 
and blood, should it be reduced to practice. Human 
laws cannot take cognizance of an act until after it is 
committed, and if criminality ceases with the act, then all 
punishments inflicted by human laws are unjust and cru- 
el ; then human laws are engines of oppression, and ought 
to be repealed. Thus, Sir, would this principle destroy 
all government and law, and introduce a state of general 
anarchy and confusion. But this principle, dangerous 
as it is, is the basis on which your argument rests. 

The divine law, it is true, is not thus confined. That 
oan punish us in the perpetration of the crime as well*ks 
afterwards* But tho the divine law can and generally 
does punish the sinner in a degree, while in the act of 
transgression, thousands of instances can be produced 
in which men are punished by the divine law long after 
the commission of the crime. You contend that Cain 
was punished for the murder of his brother by being a 
fugitive and vagabond in the earth; but was all this 
inflicted upon him while in the very act of murder ? 
Surely not. When treating upon the blasphemy against 
the Holy Ghost, you say, "For nearly eighteen hundred 
years the Jews have wandered in outer darkness in con- 
sequence of this blasphemy, and how much longer they 
are to continue in this unhappy situation, none but our 
merciful Father in heaven knows."* Here then, instead 

• Lect. p. 144. 
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of limiting the criminality to the time in which the act 
was committed, you continue the punishment, and con- 
sequently the guilt, ht ages of ages, eren upon their 
innocent offspring. With what propriety, I demand, 
can you maintain that it would be unjust to punish a 
man in a future state, who is taken out of time in the 
rery act of murder, when you insist that the poor Jews 
have already been punished nearly two thousand years, 
for a crime of which they were innocent and knew no- 
thing — a crime in which they had no agency— commit* 
ted hundreds of years before they had a being ? But to 
return'^In the case before us, you acknowledge that 
the guilt does notecase with the act, but continues hun- 
dreds of years. 

In your devotions yon undoubtedly use that model of 
prayer left us by our Savior, and say, ''Our Father, 
which art in heaven, ^/br^ve us our sinsJ** By this you 
acknowledge yourself a stnner, though you are not in the 
perpetration of any sin. You will acknowledge that 
prayer is a duty, and by laying your confessions and 
petitions before God, you are in the discharge of this 
duty. But still, while in your devotions, that is, while 
faithfully discharging your duty, you confess yourself to 
be ^sinner s a sinner in consequence of sins committed 
before that period. Thus you acknowledge that criminal- 
ity outlives the act of committing sin. You confess that 
a man may be a sinner after the sinful act is commit- 
ted, though at the time he may be performing an act of 
virtue. As in the case of prayer, so in other cases, a 
man, though then in the line of his duty, may be a 
sinner in consequence of sins committed before that 
time. You acknowledge that sinfulness outlives the 
sinful act, and thus admit a principle which saps the 
foundation of your argument* 

The term sin signifies not only the act of wickedness, 
but the evil disposition which produced it, jand the 
6* 
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corruption or depravitj which it conttnttes upon the 
mind. A person who has formed a design to murder, 
is as much a murderer at heart, as though the crime 
were committed ; and if he cherishes a murderous, that 
is, a hateful disposition after he has taken life, he is a» 
much a murderer then, as he was while in the commis- 
sion of the crime. £yerj man who has committed sin, 
is a sinner, and will always retain, that character, until 
he repent. If I committed murder ten years ago, I 
am considered and treated as a murderer at the pre- 
sent day, by him who knows the thoughts and intents 
^f my heart, unless I have repented and reformed. And 
a man who goes out of the world in the perpetration of 
such horrid crimes, will be a murderer in a future 
state, unless it can be proved that he reforms in the 
instant of death. But you say a man cannot be a sinner 
after he has ceased sinning* I reply; a murderer con- 
fined in a dungeon, has not only ceased from murdering, 
but is in a situation, where perhaps, he can commit no 
actual transgression. But does this render him holy ? 
Is every wretch to be regarded as a saint, simply be- 
cause he has no opportunity of pursuing his villanies ? 
The principle you advance proves this, or else it is noth- 
ing to your purpose. But perhaps you will say that by 
ceasing from sin, you mean not only ceasing from actual 
transgression, but from a sinful disposition, and de- 
praved feelings. To this I reply, 

S. This is a mere begging of the question. For if sin 
and misery are inseparably connected, then to say there 
are no sinners in a future state, is precisely the same as 
to say there is no punishment there, which is no argu- 
ment, bqt a bare assertion and a begging of the question. 
Sin and misery being inseparably connected, if it can 
be proved that men will be punished in a future state, 
it will follow that they are sinners there. There is no 
need of actual transgression in a futnre world, to consti- 
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tute men sinners in thht state. If thej die in a state of 
alienation from God, they are sinners after death, though 
thej may commit no actual sins in that state. We 
shall endeavor to prove hereafter that men will be pun- 
ished in a future world, and proving this will prove 
that men retain sinful characters in that world. St. 
Peter says, the Lord knoweth how to reserve the unjust 
unto the^day of judgment to he punished. Thus it may 
be seen that men may commit sin in this state, and be 
reserved to a future state to be punished. 

But your argument, if admitted, would prove too much, 
and consequently prove nothing. It weighs as much 
against future happiness, as against future misery. Vir- 
tue and happiness are as closely united as sin and mise* 
rj. Were I desirous of proving that there would be no 
future happiness, I could adopt your argument in all its 
force. Thus — as virtue and happiness are inseparably 
connected, and as all benevolent actions, such as feed- 
ing the hungry, and clothing the naked, are confined to 
this state, so there can be no happiness after death. 
By this argument, future happiness can be disproved as 
clearly as future misery. The scriptures give no more 
account of virtuous actions being performed in a future 
Btate, than they do of vicious ones. We have no account 
of relieving the distresses of mai kind in a future state, 
and according to your argument, there can be no happi- 
ness in that state. If you say that virtue may exist in 
principle in a future world, notwithstanding there 
may be no opportunity to perforni benevolent acts ; it is 
replied, the same may be said of vice. Your argument 
above is frequently presented in a philosophical dress, 
thus ;-rSin is the cause of misery ; the cause ceases at 
death ; the effect^ therefore, must cease at death also.— 
We have already shown that sin lies in the motive or 
disposition of the mind, and not in the act of the body. 
Now to say that this evil disposition ceases at death, is 
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assuming the point at issue. Let it be proved that the 
mind becomes pure in an instant at death, and the con- 
clusion will follow with some degree of proprietj. But 
upon this argument I wilt remark;— The very idea of 
cause and effect^ supposes the effect posterior to the 
cause. The signification of the terma proves this. To 
saj then that the effect roust cease the instant the cause 
ceases, is destroying all ideas of cause and effect. 
There maj be many intervening causes between diejlrsi 
cause and the final effect. That which is the effect in 
relation to the first cause^ becomes the cause to the fol- 
lowing effect To assert^ therefore, that the final effect 
will cease in an instant with the first cause, is un philo- 
sophical in the extreme. That this may appear clear, 
I will instance a case. Suppose a person's flesh is lace- 
rated at the whipping-post. Now the rod maj be 
considered the first cause of the paim But will the 
pain cease the moment the rod is withheld ? Your argu- 
ment proves this, or else it proves nothing to your purpose. 
But the fact is, there is an intervening cause between 
the rod and the pain. The wound which is the immedi- 
ate effect of the rod, becomes the proximate' cause of 
the pain ; and this pain will not cease with the first 
cause, but will continue untilthe proximate cause be 
removed. Now in the dispute between us, sin is the 
cause of misery, but there are intervening causes.; sifi- 
ning depraves the heart, and thus depravity or guilt 
must be removed before the misery will cease. We 
have now examined your argument, and have seen that 
its whole strength rests upon a position which is assum- 
ed without a particle of proof, but in opposition to the 
scriptures and your own confession ;• that it invoWes 
principles which would overthrow all civil government; 
and that it disproves future misery no more than future 
happiness. 
Your next argument which I shall notioe, is drftn^n 
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from the promise to Abraham. You say, "The promise 
made to Abraham is the substance of the gospel. But 
in this promise there appears to be no intimation of the 
doctrine of future punishment. If it be necessary for 
the Christian to believe in the doctrine of future punish- 
ment, why was it not equally necessary for the father of 
the faithful to embrace this indispensable article P"* 
Your argument, briefly stated, would be this ; — There 
can be no punishment after deaths because it is not threa- 
tened in the promise to dbraham. This, I confess, is a 
new and strange argument. No future punishment, 
because it was not mentioned in the promise to Abra- 
ham ! We might as well say, there is no futuie happi- 
nes, because it was not mentioned in the woe pronounced 
upon Judas. We do not expect to find the extent of a 
retribution clearly stated in those passages which treat 
exclusively upon some other subject. But * in the pro- 
mise to Abraham there is nothing said of punishment in 
this world, but shall we conclude from this circumstance 
that men are not to be punished here P But you appear 
to think that every truth contained in the gospel dispen- 
sation, must have been made known to Abraham. But, 
Sir, it is impossible for us to decide a priori, what God 
ought to have communicated to Abraham. We have 
no positive information that Abraham hacKa'definite idea 
of the nature of the blessing promised, or of the suffer- 
ings, death, and the resurrection of the Savior by which 
this blessing was to be effected. And I might adopt 
your language and say. If this he necessary for the Chris- 
tian to believe, why not for the father of the faithful^ 

The promise in question overlooked all the means, 
and spoke of the end. It says that all nations shall be 
blessed. But it does not mention the process by which this 
blessing is to be effected. But although the means are not 
alluded to in the promise, St Paul tells us that they are 

• Goi. Vieit. Vol. 11. p. 109. 
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to be blessed with justification through faith.* By tVw 
passage we learn that the promise to Abraham included 
means, tho those means were not .stated in the promise 
itself. And who can say that a future disciplinary 
punishment was not one of those means ? The Lord 
revealed to Abraham more than is recorded by Moses, 
or he did not. if he did not, then Abraham was igno- 
rant of many truths which have been made -known to 
Christians by the gospel. And it is no more absurd to 
suppose that Abraham might be ignorant of the doctrine 
of future punishment, admitting it true, than that he 
was ignorant of other truths which are brought to light 
by the gospel. But if the Almighty revealed more to 
Abraham than is recorded by Moses, who knows but that 
future punishment was also revealed to him? We shall 
endeavor to show in the sequel that the Jews were believ- 
ers in a future punishment, and it is altogether probable 
that Abraliam did ifOt differ from the rest of the nation 
in this respect, especially as tbey looked to him as Jheir 
guide and director. 

But after all, the promise to the fathers canBot be well 
understood without admitting a future discipline. The 
promise asserts that all nations shall be blessed in Christ 
And as many nations became extinct before the appear- 
ing of Christ, it is manifest tijey were not blessed in 
Christ in this world ; and hence the blessing must ex- 
tend into a future state. If the inhabitants of the old 
world, for instance, were translated to glory by the 
flood, they were ^ved by death, and not by Christ For 
it would be absurd to say that Jesus Christ, after his 
appearing in the world, saved tiiose who had been in hea- 
ven two thousand years. It appears therefore, chat the 
promise before us overlooked all the means, and conse- 
quently future punishment among the rest, and spoke of 
the Bnal consummation of the gospel; and that the old 



• Gal. iii. 8. 



Digitized by VjOOQiC 



LETTEE m. as 

werld, for example, will receiye a chastisement after 
deatby. before they will come into the eDJojment of the 
blessing. This is clearly taught in St. Peter's account 
of Christ's preaching to the "spirits in prison," which 
will be treated. of in a subsequent Letter, to which the 
reader is referred*. 

The next argument which claims our attention is 
drawn from the case of Adam, Cain, the old world, So- 
dom, Korah, Pharaoh and Judas»* The argument drawn 
from these examples, is this: — in all these cases, though 
punishment was inflicted, there is nothing said of punish^ 
ment after death; hence there is none. As all these 
cases furnish precisely the same argument, we shall 
treat them together, or rather select one as a specimen, 
I will therefore call your attention to the case of Sodom. 
'Tis true that there is no intimation in the nineteenth 
of Genesis, where Sodom's destruction is treated of, 
that the Sodomites would be punished after death. But ' 
are we authorized to infer from hence that no such pun- 
ishment awaited them? If the silence of these scriptures 
on the subject in question, be evidence that there is no 
future punishment, then the silence of the same scrip*, 
tureson the subj^ect of future existence, is evidence that 
there is no existence after d^ath. Thus does your argu- 
ment, on which you rely with no small share of confi- 
dence^ disprove a future state of beings as much as it does 
a future.state of punishment* But perhaps you will say 
in answer to this, that punishment was the th^me spok- 
en of» and if punishment in a future state awaited them, 
it is Batumi to suppose that it would have be^ mention- 
ed, whereas the duration of man's existence was foreign 
to the subject To this I answer, the punishment, as in 
the case of the old work), Sodom, Korah, and Pharaoh, 
was to terminate their earthly existence. This rendered 

• Lect. pp. 8, 311, 315, 816, 317, 319. Goi. Visit. Vol. 11. 
p. 190. 



Digitized by LjOOQIC 



6 j, LETTER m. 

the duration of existence a theme in view, as much as 
the deration of punishment And as man's earthly exis- 
tence was ended by this punishment, it is as natural to 
suppose that a future state of being would have been 
mentioned, if it were true, as that a future panishiAent 
would have been mentioned, if that were true. Endless 
existence is certainly a subject of as much importance 
as a future limited punishment; and destroying man's 
earthly existence would seem to cut off a future existence 
much more naturally, than punishment in this world 
would cut off punishment in a future state, endless ex- 
istence being admitted. And as these scriptures are 
silent upon future existence, it is natural to suppose 
that they might be silent/bpon future punishment. And 
this silence in the oner case, proves as much as in the 
other. It destroy s a future state of being as much as a 
future state of punishment 

But probably you will say, that it is derogatory to the 
character of God to admit that his children are exposed 
to a punishment ot which he has given them no intima- 
tion. It would aigue cruelty on the part of the Deity, 
if he should punish Cain, Sodom, &c. in a future state, 
when he had given them no intimation that such was 
the penalty of his divine law. To this we reply, any 
argument however plausible it may appear, must be 
given up, if it contradicts plain matters of fact. Now 
your argument is this ; that God never punishes bis 
creatures with any punishment, without first informing 
them that such a punishment would be inflicted in case 
of transgression. But this statement is contradicted by 
sober facts. Cain was punished by being a fugitive and 
a vagabond in the earth, and Sodom by being destroyed 
with fire from heaven, when neither Cain nor the Sodom- 
ites had any intimation beforehand that such would be 
their punishment in case of transgression. But thougli 
the Lord gave them no particular intimation that such 



•Digitized by VjOOQiC 



IiETTER ni. 05) 

wouM be their pumshinents in ease of transgremibn, yet 
these punishments were actually inflicted^ And if Ood 
could inflict these punishments without giving any pre- 
vious intimation of them, he could ixiflict a puni^ment 
in a future state* and one would not impeach his charac- 
ter any more than the other. Thus dothcYcry cases 
before u» furnish a sufficient answer to your argument* 
But if the old world, Sddom, K.orah; and Pharaoh 
were introduced immediately into heaven^ then they 
were saved by deatK and not by Christ; so that the 
declaration that Christ is the Savior of the world, 
must be used in a restricted sense. In relation to the 
old world, St. Peter inforrasiis that they were in prison 
in the days of our Savior; and with reference to the 
Sodomites, the same Apostle says, that they were re- 
served to the day cf judgment to be punished. Bat 
these passages will be considered in a future Letter. 
Most of the cad^s you have mentioned^ instead of oppo- 
sing a future retribution, show the propriety and need of 
such a measure. Take Sodom for example. Though we 
are taught that there were not ten righteous persons in 
that city, still I presume you will agree with me that 
this was spoken with reference to adults, and not to 
infants. There were in all probability many innocent 
infants in that city. But according to your views these 
little innocents were, punished as severely as the great- 
est adults in wickedness. And among those who arc 
denominated wicked, there was in all probability a con- 
siderable difference in their characterSe Some were of 
course much more vicious than others. But they all 
fared exactly alike. One common destruction befel 
them all. Now as God has declared that he will re- 
ward every man according to his works, it is manifest 
that unless a future retribution takes place, the inhab- 
itants of Sodom are not dealt with according to their 
moral characters. The same remark will apply to 
7 
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Pharaoh and hig legions. Though the scriptures as&ure 
us that Pharaoh was obstinate and hard-hearted, we have 
no reason to believe that all his troops possessed this 
character. But still they were destroyed as well as he. 
Since the virtuous and the vicious were destroyed alike, 
it argues the necessity oC a retribution beyond death. 
Besides, in the case of Sodom, Korah, and Pharaoh, their 
only punishment was instant death. But do you regard 
temporal de«th as a punishment for sin ? No, you do 
not. You maintain that temporal death results from a 
mortal constitution, and is no punishment for sin.* The 
Sodomites, &c. would have suffered temporal death, if 
they had been as virtuous as the Apostles of our Lord. 
So that according to your own acknowledgment, they 
were not punished at all. Their deaths, instead of be- 
ing more aggravating than ordinary, were more easy. 
They were taken away in a moment. Their destruction, 
therefore, was no punishment at all ; but in fact, was a 
means of rendering their departure out of time more eaay 
than it would have been, had they been virtuous. Now 
with what propriety can you call that a punishment for 
sin, which, in fact, you maintain is no punishment, and 
which lesliens the pains of temporal death, and intro- 
duces men into heaven much quicker than they would 
otherwise have been ? 

But according to your views, while these abandoned 
wretches were thus rewarded (I -say rewarded, for sure- 
ly that cannot be called a punishment, which lessens the 
pains of death, and introduces men sooner into heaven,) 
for their iniquity, the righteous were left in this state 
of affliction. The Lord then was as merciful, nay he 
was vastly more merciful to the wicked than to the 
righteous. Thus if all men are introduced into hea- 
ven at death, then the inhabitants of the old world were 
snatched to immediate felicity as a reward of their 

• See Lect. p. 93. Aton. p. 69. 
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wiekedoess, and the righteons Noah was left in this 
world of woe ; then the wicked Sodomites were cursed 
with immortal glory, and the just Lot was blessed with 
pain and distress ; then the rebellious Korah wa^ in- 
stantly conyejed to heaven, and those who were obedi- 
ent were left in the desert; then the hard-hearted Pha- 
raoh and his oppressive legions were translated in an 
instant to the paradise of God, and the oppressed Is- 
raelites were left to wander in the wilderness ; tlien the 
treacherous Judas was introduced into glory by suicide, 
and so arrived at heaven sooner than his Master. 

Perhaps the above paragraph may sound harsh to some 
ef the abettors of your system^ but on close examina- 
tion I think they will find it a plain, undisguised view 
of your system in relation to these cases. I have re- 
viewed the paragraph with attention, and acknowledge 
that I do not see, but that it is the legitimate offspring 
of your belief. Your discernment will enable you to 
discover that the portrait is just, though the visage may 
appear a little repulsive. At any rate, if it can be shown 
that these consequences do not follow from your views 
of these cases, I will pledge myself to retract them. 

Another example from which you draw the same ar- 
gument, as in the above cases, is the threatenings de- 
nounced upon the house of Israel under the law. But 
as this example contains several ideas not found in the 
other cases, I have thought proper to reserve this for a 
separate consideration. You say that all the threaten- 
ings denounced upon the Jews, in the law of Moses, 
were confined to this state of being. In the twenty- 
sixth of Leviticus, in particular, we have a long, cir- 
cumstantial account of the judgments which were threa- 
tened upon the Israelites, and these are said to be ac- 
cording to their sins, and yet are all confined to the 
earth.* The argument is briefly this ; — there can be no 

• Lect. p. 303. Sermon on 1 Peter iv, 17, 18. p. 9, &c. 
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puiiishment after deaths becaase the judgmenis threat^ 
ened in the law are temporal. Now Um argtHneat, if it 
proves any thing, proves that there can be no happiness 
after death ; for all the blessings io the law are tevipo- 
ral as well as the judgments. Yon say joarse]f, "It is 
worthy of special regard, that the divine premises and 
threatenii^s^ recorded by Moses and the prophets, with 
which God was pleased to signify his approbatiim of 
righteousness^ and his disapprobatipnof sin, relate to 
blessings ^nd punishments, which hav« been enjoyed and 
suffered by the house of , Israel in the earth. For their 
encouragement the Lord promised them all manner of 
temporal blessings s and as a terror, he threatened them 
with all ofianner of temporal calamiti^.* 

tiere th^n we have your acknowledgment that the 
law is as silent upon future happiness.as it is upon 
future n^iserj; and if this silence proves any thing 
relative to future misery, it proves the same with, regard 
to future happiness. And it is not a little surprising 
that you and those of your sentiment should insist so 
much upon a^ argument, which, instead of supporting 
your system, overthrows your system, and Christianity 
with it. If we inquire into the nature of Moses' law, 
we shall find it a civil or political institution. It was a 
temporal institution introduced for the benefit of the 
Jews as ^, nation. Now as the ritual of Mqses was 
nothing naore than the civil or political government of 
the Jewish nation, it is natural to suppose that its pen- 
alties wouUl be of a temporal nature. Temporal or 
political sanctions are the best suited to temporal or 
political institutipns.t Since the Mosaic law was a 

• Lect. p. 303. 

t Dr. T^ppan offers the following, among other reasons, why 
temporal rewards and puni8]^mjen,(s were the best adapted to the 
Mosaic economy. 

1. "There was no need of incorporating with the Jewish ritual 
a new and express revelation of a fu.ture state ; because such a 
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political or civil code, we may naturally suppose that its 
penalties will be of a temporal nature. But what has this 

state bad already been notified to the world by nature and reason., 
assisted by earlj revelation and tradition, and had also been dis- 
covered to the Hebrews by special communications made to their 
pious ancestors. Agreeably, the belief of the touPs immortality, 
and of future rewards and panishments, was interwoven with the 
idolatrous system of the ancient heathen. On this principle they 
dei6ed the soub^ of their eminent men, and consulted the dead. 
The same s^eneral belief appears to have been early and constantly 
entertained by the Hebrews. SanPs effort to obtain counsel from 
the spfrit of departed Samuel, was founded on this belief. The 
Jewish law proceeds on thiB principle in forbidding necromancy 
and consulting the dead. 

3. "As this law was ceremonious and temporary, it was fitly 
enforced by temporal rewards. As it was given chiefly in pursu- 
ance of the peculiar covenant made with Abraham and bis seed, 
a covenant which insured to them the land of Canaan, and great 
worldly prosperity in it; we plainly see that sanctions best suited 
to this covenant were temporal blessings or judgments, in the 
country which Jehovah had thus granted them. 

3. ^^These temporal sanctions directly struck at the root of 
idolatry, and destroyed its principal support. For it was the 
leading sentiment of those early times that worldly prosperity was 
inseparably connected with a strict observance of their idolatrous 
rites, with a dcTOut worship of the stars, of demons, of tutelar 
deities, and that a contempt of these gods, or a violation of their 
institutions, would be punished with temporal calamities. Even 
the Israelites, as appears from their history, were deeply infected 
with this vain and pernicious idea ; and this was the main source 
of their frequent relapses into idolatry. To eradicate this fatal 
error, it was necessary that their divine Lawgiver should denounce 
and inflict the same penalties on those who deserted his worship, 
which were supposed to follow the neglect of the pagan deities ; 
and that he should promise and conspicuously grant the opposite 
blessings to those, who, abjuring their former idolatry, acknow- 
ledged and obeyed him as their only Sovereign ; in short, that he 
should hold up full evidence, that he was the sole Dispenser both 
of good and evil. This was to destroy idolatry with its own wea- 
pons ; it was to tear away the grand props on which it rested, 
and to transfer them to the opposite side, viz. to the support of 
that allegiance, which is exclusively due to Jehovah. 

4. '4f the rewards and punishments of a future life had been 
annexed to the Hebrew ritual, this would naturally have led the 
Jews into a superstitious or exclusive regard to ceremonial duties, 
as if these alone could expiate moral guilt, and procure everlast- 
ing happiness.^* Lectures on Jewish Antiquities, pp. 23, 24, 89, 
W, 297,298. 
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to do with the doctdne of future panishment i The law 
of Moses did not evisn teach a future state of existeace, 
and it would be downright contradiction to admit that 
the law was enforced bj penalties extending into a 
future state, when the law did not reveal such a state. 
But the silence of a civil code on the subject of future 
punishment, is no argument against such a punishment. 
The laws of our conntrj do not extend their peoaltics 
into a futute state ; but can we conclude from this that 
there is no future retribution? Because our legislators 
do not affix to the laws they enact/ a penalty extending 
into a future state, would it be just to conclude that thej 
are not believers in punishment aft^r death:? Surely 
not. You will readily grant thiat a great majority qf our 
law-makers have been believers in a future retribution, 
notwithstanding all thepeaaltie&which they have affixed 
to their laws, have been temporal. Now may not this 
be true of Moses and the children of Israel, as well as df 
men in our own state and nation ? They might believe 
in a future state of punishment, though their civil law 
said nothing upon the subject; and there would be no 
more absurdity in their case, than there is in ours. Sup- 
pose a person should attempt to disprove future punish- 
ment by the fact that the laws of Massachusetts do not 
extend ttieir penalties beyond death. I presume you 
would regard the argument as weak and inconclusive. 
But to me it appears just as cogent as the argument you 
draw from the law of Moses. 

But you say, Moses declared that this punishment 
should be according to their sins. Whoever will examine 
the twenty-sixth chapter of Leviticus, will be sensible 
that all the promises and thre&tenings therein contained^ 
relate to the Jews as a nation,, and not as individuals. 
They were to be punished by discom^ture in battle, by 
famine, by being driven from their own land, dispersed 
among the heathen, &c. The very nature. of thw^ 
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judgment« shows that they were natimal judgments* It 
would be absurd to admit that every individua} was 
justlj and equitably punished by such calamities as are 
mentioned in this passage. Take famine, for example. 
Who would suffer the most by such a judgment P Not 
the most vicious, but those who are in the most indigent 
circumstances. Now it \b very far from being the case 
in any nation, that the most wealthy are the most virtu- 
ous. It most generally happens that those who possess 
an overgrown fortune are the most vicious. It very fre- 
quently happens also, that their wealth is the offspring 
of their wickedness ; that their fortune is acquired by 
dishonesty and oppression. And on the other hand, we 
find in eyeiy country some of the most virtuous charac- 
ters among the industrious poor. Now in the case of 
famine, it is manifest the poor would suffer the most 
severely. , While the virtuous man, who is in indigent 
circumstances, is famishing for food, the rich man, who 
obtained his fortune by oppression, has bread enough and 
to spare. Thus it will be seen that such calamities are 
very far from being an equitable retribution upon every 
imlividual. A judgment of this nature may be perfectly 
just upon^usas a people, but as individuals, it is far from 
being according to our demerits. 

The same may be said of war. Though it may be a 
just pjunishment upon the nation, as a nation, it does not 
measure its penalty to. every individual according to his 
moral, character*. Suppose we asu nation, should be- 
come cojrrupt, and God should permit the. savages of the 
wiidernesato overrun our country, and practrae their 
accustomed mode of warfare. Now it is nvanifest . that 
there would, be some virt\iou8 and gopd people among 
us« though as a nation, we were corrupt* But every 
person of common discernment must see that this judg- 
ment, thoiigh it might be just upon us, as a people, would 
not be apportioned to the demerits of every.person. The 
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innocent women and children would in all probabilitj 
suffer Bioat. Thej, being the most helpless, would be 
the first to fall a prey, while the most abandoned of the 
citizens would perhaps escape their ferocity. Nay, the 
most unprincipled of all, would probably join with the 
barbarous foe, and imbrue their hands in the blood of 
their innocent countrymen. This has ever been the case 
when a nation has been overrun with a savage enemy. 
Some unprincipled wretches would join the enemy, and 
thus escape in a great measure, those cruel sufferings 
which the patriotic soldier and innocent female would 
be called to endure. Thus we see that such calamities 
do not fall upon every individual according to the degree 
of his moral turpitude. And as we have hinted before, 
when a pinching famine reigns in a land, the laws of 
equity are at an end, being superseded by the law of 
power. The strong will seizie upon the possessions of the 
weak, and thus the daring wretch has enough and to 
spare, while the innocent and defenceless are famishing 
with hunger. These remarks must appear just to ever; 
person who has any knowledge of national calamities. 

Now the Jews may experience those national calam- 
ities which are mentioned in Leviticus, and this may be 
a just punishment upon them as a nation ; it may be as 
Moses expresses it, according to tkeir sins, as a people, 
but as it regards individuals, it would be very far from 
being just and equitable. Another remark upon national 
punishments ought not to be omitted. Nations are not 
punished for their sins, till the measure of their iniquity 
is full. The Lord bears long with them, till their corrup- 
tion is deep rooted. Now this national corruption is 
gradually acquired. So there may be many monsters of 
wickedness, who contribute more to the corruption of 
the nation, than any other citizens, and these may die 
before the deserved punishment falls upon the nation, 
and according to your views« be taken to consummate 
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felicity, and their innocent degceiidants and countrymen 
may be left to suffer those evils, which, in a great mea- 
sure, were brought upon their country by their own hor- 
rid wickedness, and corrupt example. This principle is 
exemplified in the case of the Jews, who you say,* have 
been punished nearly two thousand years for the blas- 
phemy committed by the Pharisees in the days of our 
Savior. 

Now the judgments threatened in the twenty-sixth of 
Leviticus give no support to your system. This chapter 
does not even insinuate that there will be no punishment 
after death. But when we consider that these judg- 
ments are^national, and that national judgments, though 
they inay be according to the sins of the nation, as a 
nation, do not fall equally upon every individual, accord- 
ing to the demerit of his crimes, but generally fall hea- 
viest upon the innocent and defenceless. We then see 
the necessity of a future retribution, to render the ways 
of the Lord equal. I say, when we consider that the 
judgments mentioned in Leviticus are of such a nature, 
that it is morally impossible for them to recompense 
every individual according to his just deserts, we are 
furnished with an argument from hence in favor of a 
future retribution. Per as the judgments generally fall 
heavily upon the innocent and defenceless, while many 
of the most corrupt, escape them entirely, unless a 
retribution in a future state be admitted, we Cannot 
**Vmdicate the ways of God to man.^* 

Now, Sir« it is to be hoped that you will no longer use, 
an argument to disprove future punishment, which if it . 
proves any thing, would overthrow Christianity itself by 
disproving a future state of existence ; an argument 
which, when strictly examined, shows the necessity of a 
future retribtttioni to enable us to vindicate the charac- 



• Lect. p. 144. 
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ter of God. I will conclude my reply to this argument 
by observing that the law of Moses threatens the great- 
est temporal punishments, even death itself; but St. 
Paul carries the gospel penalty further. He tells us 
that those who tread under foot the Son of God shall 
receive a sorer punishment than death without merctf. 

I will now attend to some passages of scripture which 
you cite as direct proof of your system. But before 
noticing any passage, 1 will observe that by quoting any 
passage of scripture, to prove directly that all misery is 
confined to this life, you give up the plea you frequently 
make that your side of the question is a negative. So 
in future, I tt-ustthat we shall not be told that it devolves 
upon us to prove our system true, while you have no- 
thing to do but to examine our arguments. The first 
passage which claims our attention is Proverbs xi. SI. 
*' Behold, the righteous shall be recompensed in the earth, 
much more the wicked and the sinner." Now this 
passage simply says, that virtue and vice have a re- 
ward in this state. This we are ready to admit ; but 
this is not the point at issue. The question is, do men 
receive all their punishment here ? And in support of 
this, the text is nothing. I might with propriety dismiss 
the passage with the above remark, but as you seem 
to attach great importance to this scripture, I will offer a 
few words more upon the subject. The book from which 
this passage is taken, is a collection of maxims^ the truth 
of which will hold good in common cases. This will 
appear from the very title of the book. A Froverh is a 
general truth, but it will not bear a strict application in 
all cases. We have many mazims among us, which are 
founded in wisdom, but still cases frequently occur in 
which they will not hold good. Proverbs, when they 
arc interpreted as general truths, are of great utility, but 
when applied strictly, they are, of all language, the most 
likely to mislead. 
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Now in the book from nvhich this passage is takeo, 
Solomoq has collected several hundred proverbs, the 
result of his wisdom and experience. These proverbs 
"were not designed to teach us the doctrine of Christian- 
itj, but to afford us a variety of useful maxims for the 
jconimoa concerns of life ; and^with a very few exceptions, 
they apply to this world. I will illustrate my views of the 
Proverbs by a few examples taken from the very chapter 
in which the passage before us is found. Verse 9th — *«A 
hypocrite with his mouth destroyeth his neighbor." 
This as a proverb, is true, but it will not hold good in 
every case. Th^re are some hypocrites whose charac- 
ters are so well known that their word is not regarded 
in the leasts and consequently their influence will injure 
no one. Verse 10th — "When it goeth well with the 
righteous, the city rejoiceth ; and when the wicked per- 
ish» there is shouting." This is so far from being true 
in all cases, that the reverse is frequently the fact. Cities 
do sometimes lament the death of a wicked person, and 
rejoice at the calamity of the good man. Verse 12th — 
'«A roan of understanding holdeth his peace." No person 
will interpret this to signify, that the wise man never 
speaks at all. Verse 14th — «In a multitude of counsel- 
lors, there is safety." This as a proverb is founded in 
wisdom. It is true, interpreted on the principle I have 
mentioned, but applied strictly, it is not correct in all 
cases. For the largest bodies of men have often been 
deceived, and a host of counsellors cannot always insure 
success. Verse 15th — ^''He that is surety for a stranger 
shall smart for it." Will any one pretend that this is 
always the case ? They will not, if they have any know- 
ledge of human events. 

Now hundreds of examples might be produced from 
the Proverbs of Solomon similar to those I have cited, 
where you will not pretend that Solomon had any refer- 
ence to the doctrines of the gospel, or that the passages 
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will bear a strict application. From this view 0f the 
Proverbs, it will appear that the passage before ns was 
not designed to teach the extent of a retrtbution, bat 
only to teach what generally happened, in a greater or 
less degree* So that the passage simply means, that in 
the common concerns of life, virtue is generally rev^ard- 
edy and vice punished. By what authority I ask, do you 
apply this passage to a doctrine of the gospel, and give 
it a strict interpretation, when at the same time you 
acknowledge, that Solomon almost uniformly spake only 
of the common affairs of life, and even then, his lan- 
guage will not bear a strict application. That system 
must surely be weak, which has nothing for its support 
but the rigid application of the maxims of Siolomon — 
maxims which were never designed to teaph us doctrin- 
al points. And my astonishment is a little excited when 
I find that you rely more upon , the maxims of Solomon, 
to support your views, tiian upon all the rest of the Old 
and New Testament. That men do not receive^ all their 
reward in this world is evident from many passages of 
scripture. Jesus says to the afflicted, '^Rejoice and be 
exceeding glad, for great is your reward in heavenJ^* 
How can it be maintained that the righteous receive all 
th^ir reward on earth, when the inspired teachers assure 
us that they shall have a great reward in heaven P That 
men will be both rewarded and punished in a future 
state, will be shown hereafter. 

But, Sir, if you understand the passage strictly, it 
will be nothing to your purpose. <<The righteous shall 
be. recompensed in the earth ; much mora the wicked 
and the sinner." Now if you understand the passage 
strictly, according to the letter, it would amount simply 
to this ; The righteous shall receive- all they deserve in 
this world, and the sinner shall receive muchmore than 
hedeserves ! Thus does this passage yield you no as« 
• Matt. ▼. 12. 
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sistanceon eiiHier iiiteq>reitatH)ii« If it be nnderatood in the 
iigkt of a proverb, it «impi j means, that in the common 
affairs of life, Yirtue generallj brings comfort and res- 
pect, and vice generally meets with disapprobation ; and 
if it be understood literally, it involves the absurdity, 
that the wicked receive a greaUr punishment than 
they merit There is notliing in this passage to express 
a retribution but the word recompense, and this word, 
applied tp sinners, signifies nothing more than that they 
shall be punished. Now I ask, does a passage which 
asserts that men exist here, prove that they will not 
exist hereafter f Every «me man will answer in the 
negative. I ask again, does a passi^ which asserts that 
men are punished here, prove that they will not be pun- 
ished hereafter? The answer must be the same. In a 
word, the term recompense must include all that men 
deserve, or it must not if it does not, then it is nothing 
to your purpose; for men may be punished in a future 
state, though they have received some punishment here. 
But if the term recompense does include all that men 
deserve, then the passage involves the absurdity that the 
wicked receive much more than they deserve. Now, 
although you pronounce the exposition I have given of 
the passage, ^'a most palpable absurdity,''* I will submit 
it to the reader to determine whose exposition is the 
nost consistent and rational. 

The next passage which claims our attention is Eccl. 
xii.r. "Then shall the dust return to the dust as it was ; 
and the spirit shall return to God who gave it." This 
passage you adduce in support of your views.t The re- 
marks already made upon the writings of Solomon, will 
apply to this passage. It was not the design of the 
wise man to give us a systematic view of the doctrines 
of the Bible, but only to give his views upon the com- 

• Lect. p. 298. t Lect. p. 361. 
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mon conceras of life. In order to a right understand- 
ing of any portion of scripture, it is necessary to exam- 
ine the connexion in which the passage is found* and if 
possible, to learn the object the writer had in view. If 
we apply this wholesome rule to the passage before as, 
we shall learn that Solomon was not treating upon the 
condition of man, after death* but was inculcating early 
piety. He begins the chapter by saying, '^Remember 
now thy Creator in the days of thy youth* while' the evil 
days come not" From the first verse to the seventh, he 
speaks of the troubles* trials, and death to whick more 
advanced age was peculiarly subject Now the whole 
scope of the argument is this ;— Remember thy Creator 
while in youth and health, before trouble, sickness, and 
death overtake thee. This is clearly the wise man's ar- 
gument To suppose that he hath* in the seventh verse, 
taught the final condition of man after death, is to ad- 
mit that he introduced something totally foreign to the 
subject Besides, Solomon commands us to remember 
our Creator, before the evil days come, and then reckons 
the day of death among the evil days. But surely if 
death translates every person to immediate glory, it 
ought to be considered a happy, rather than an evU event 
The whole strength of your argument rests upon the 
presumption that the word spirit means the immortal 
soul. But you cannot be ignorant that the term spirit* 
has various significations in scripture. Sometimes it 
means the disposition* and sometimes wind, air, or breath. 
In the latter sense it is used by Solomon in the very 
book in which the passage in question is found. *'Who 
knoweth the spirit of a man* that goeth upward* and the 
spirit of the beast, that goeth downward to the earth."* 
Here the word spirit is applied to the brutes, as well as 
to men, and consequently must signify something which 
men hold in common with brutes. By spiiit is probably 

• Eccl. iii. «1. 
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meant breath; for surely it cannot signifj the immortal 
soul, which brutes have not. So the passage in question 
probably means, when the body returns to its original 
dust, the breath returns to its kindred atmosphere. But 
if jou understand the word spirit to signify the immor- 
tal soul, it would only involve you in difficulty. The 
passage seems to teach that both body and spirit, at death, 
return to their original state, and become as they were 
before creation. *<Then the dust shall return to the dust 
as it ivas,^^ that is, as it was before creation ; <<and the 
spirit shall return to God who gave it," as it was before 
creation. The passage, therefore, understood in your own 
way, would teach, that at death, the spirit or soul would 
return to its original state, and become as it was before 
it existed, that is, il would cease to exist in an individual 
capacity. Besides, you think it very absurd to say that 
sinners are to be punished out of the presence of God, 
since God is omnipresent''^ According to your represen- 
tation of omnipresence therefore, if the spirit goes to a 
state of misery after death, it goes to God, since he is 
every where present. 

There is one passage more from Solomon, that I will 
notice, not because I consider the text of any conse- 
quence at all in this controversy, but because you seem 
to present it as something formidable.! The passage is 
this ; — "Wherefore I praised the dead which are already 
dead, more than the living which are yet alive." Eccl. 
iv. 2. It is truly surprising that a gentleman of your 
ta^e^ts should lay hold of a passage like this. Nothing, 
I am persuaded, but the want of evidence elsewhere, 
would have induced you to cite a passage so foreign to 
your purpose. As this text does not even intimate that 
all misery is confined to this life, or that there will be no 
punishwent after death, [ shall offer no comment upon it, 
but will cite another passage from the same book, which 

• Sermon on 2 Thesa. i. 7, 8, 9. t L«ct p. 360. 
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affords at much eTidence of fa tare puDiriiment, as tlus 
passage does of the opposite doctrine. **For to htoi 
that is joined to all the living there is hope ; for a living 
dog is better than a dead. lion.'' The remarks already 
made upon Solomon's maxims, virill apply to both the 
above passages. There is one passage in the New Tes- 
tament on which jou place great reliance.^ The pas- 
sage is Rom. vi. 7. ''He that is dead is freed from sin." 
Your argument rests solely opon the presumption^ that 
the death here spoken of, is the death of the body. But 
if it can be made to appear that the death spoken of in 
the passage, is not temporal death, your argument is en- 
tirely destroyed. In order to a right understanding of 
this text, it is necessary ta observe that the apostle very 
frequently speaks of the literal death and resurrection of 
Christ, and then makes use of them, 9^ figures by which 
to represent our death to sin, and life to hoUness, You 
think, because the apostle alludes to the literal death of 
Christ, that the death spoken of in the 7th verse, r6ust 
be temporal death. But this is very far from being the 
case* St. Paul says in a certain instance, I die daily. 
It will be admitted by all that this death is not tempo- 
ral death. For it would be an absurdity to admit that 
Paul died i^ temporal death every day. But still I would 
inquire, from what subject did the apostle borrow the 
term die, which he uses in this passage P He borrows 
the term from temporal death. But no one will pretend 
the apostle meant temporal death in this passage, be- 
cause he borrows his language from that subject. And 
so in the sixth chapter of Romans ; the apostle speaks 
of the temporal death of Christy but uses it as a simil- 
itude by which to represent our death to sin» 

With this principle in view, let us attend to the sixth 
of Romans, where the passage before us is found. The 
apostle begins the chapter by saying, "What shall we 

• Lect. p. 363. U. Mag. Vol. HI. p. 131, 150, &c. 
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say then? shall we continue in sin^ that grace may 
abound ? Grod forbid. How shall we that are dead to 
sin, live any longer therein ?" Here then we learn the 
subject of which St Paul was treating. He waff speaking 
upon a death tosin, and not of the death of the body. Hav- 
ingintroduced the subject, viz. a death to sin, he illustrates 
it by the literal death and resurrection of Christ. Ver- 
ses Sd and 4th-— "Know ye not, that so many of us, as 
were baptized into Jesus Christ, were baptized into his 
death? Therefore we are buried with him by baptism 
into death ; that like as Christ was raised up from the 
dead by the glory of the Father, even so we also should 
walk in newness of lifeJ^ The apostle in these verses 
speaks of the death and resurrection of Christ, and 
makes them a simile of our death to sin, and life to holi- 
ness. His argument is this— As Christ died and rose 
from the dead, so ought we, who profess to be dead to sin, 
to "walk in newness of life." This argument he enfor- 
ces by verse 5th— <^For if we have been planted togeth- 
er in the likeness of his death, we shall be also in the 
likeness of his resurrection." Having stated the death 
and resurrection of Christ, the apostle applies the 
principle to the moral state of the Romans. ''Knowing 
this, that our old man is crucified with him, that the 
body of sin might be destroyed, that henceforth we should 
not serve sin." Verse 6th.— Here the same death is 
spoken of; crucifying the old man, and destroying the 
body of sin, signify the same as being dead to sin, 
mentioned in the preceding verses. This verse teaches 
us in the plainest manner, what death the apostle was 
treating of. It was a death to sin, crucifying the old 
man, or destroying the body of sin. 

We have now noticed all the verses of this chapter, 

from the first up to the passage in question. And that 

the reader may have the whole subject before him, I will 

observe* that in the preceding chapter, the apostle had 

8* 
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been treating of the univemlity of i&od^g grace. Attd 
in the first verse of this chapteri he anticipates an objec- 
tion which is frequently made to this doctrine, viz. that 
it leads to licentioitsneM. To meet this objecti<^ the 
apostle endeavors to show the absurdity of the principie, 
that those who had embraced Christ and become dead to 
sin, should i^onttnue to violate the laws of God, ^'How 
shall we that are dead to sin, live any longer therein ?" 
This subject the apostle keeps in view, to the sixth verse, 
where he informs us, as we have already seen, that the 
otd Tnan urns criicijied, not that we might live in sin, but 
that the body of sin might he destroyed, that henceforth 
we should not serve sin. This he confirms by the words 
in debate, "He that is dead, is freed from sin ;'' that is, he 
that has become dead to sin, by having the old man crn- 
cified, instead of contimiing in sin, as the objection sug- 
gests, is freed from sin. This Is clearly the apostle's 
argument, and taken in this light, we see its force and 
pertinency. But if the death here spoken of, he the 
death of the body, the force of the argufment is bst en- 
tirely. The objection states that God's boandless grace 
leads to sin. And the apostle, according to your views, 
answers this objection by saying, in sentiment, that tf a 
person dies in the very act of murder, he will go to hap- 
piness as quick as the greatest saint This instead of 
meeting the objection, wouM rather encourage it. Bat 
God forbid that we should ascribe such futMe rtastoning 
to an inspired apostle. 

Further ; we have already seen that the sentiment cC 
the 7th ytrse is explained by the 6th. What the apostb 
means by the term dead, in the Tth verse, is espflaified 
in the 6th, to signify crucifying the eld man ; and what 
is meant in the 7th by the phrase, freed from sin, i» ex- 
plained in the 6th to signify, thAt we should not ^erve sin. 
And in the 4th it is explained to mean that we should 
MoaUc in newness of life. But the apostle not mkf 
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gstrded th« ez|ression, <'he that is dead is freed from 
sin," ia the verses which preceded it, but in the follow- 
ing verses he does the same. His words are-^"Like- 
wise reckon ye also yonrseives to be detid indeed unto 
sitt, bat Mive unto €hd through Jems Christ our Lord,^^ 
Here again, the apostle expresses the same idea as in the 
7th verse* He explains the word dead, to signify dead 
vnt» 9in, and the phrase /reerf/rom sin, to signify being 
alive unto God through Jesus Christ He then adds, 
"Let notsia therefore reign in your mortal bodies, that 
ye should obey it in the lusts thereof." Here again 
we see the nature of this death. Those who were dead 
in the sense of the 7th verse, were still in their mortal 
bodies. Let us now inquire, are we authorized to un- 
derstand the term dead, in verse 7th, to signify the ex- 
tinction of animal life, when it is not used in that sense 
ID the context, so much as once, when applied to men ? 
Shall we deviate from the apostle's repeated definition, 
only to support a preconceived opinion ? Is this receiv- 
ing with meekness the word of divine truth ? 

But probably you will say that the term, death, is used 
frequently in the connexion to signify the death of the 
body. We readily admit that it is used in that sense, 
when applied to Jesus Christ. But what of that ? Does 
it follow that it must have the same meaning, when ap- 
plied to men, when the apostle has told us repeatedly 
that it has not? Now for the sake of the case, we will 
admit that your reasoning is correct. Your argument is, 
that the death mentioned in the 7th verse, must signify 
the death rf the body, because it has this meaning in the 
context. But to whom is it applied in the content, when 
it means temporal death? Only to Jesus Christ. So 
then verse 7th, "He that is dead, is freed from sin.'' ap- 
plies to Jcaus Christ And the argument in support of 
your system, would be this ;— Because Jesus Christ, who 
never committed any sin, was by death freed from sin ; 
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therefore those who die in sin, will pass immediately to 
happiness. This reasoning, to saj the leasts is not very 
conclusive. 

The view we have given of Rom. vi. 7> receives the 
fullest confirmation, when we attend to what the same 
apostle has said upon the same subject elsewhere. To 
the Galatians he says, *<I am crucified with Christ ; ne- 
vertheless I live; yet not I, but Christ liveih in me; 
and the life I live in the flesh, I live by faith in the Son 
of God, who loved me, and gave himself for me."* 
Here as in Rom. vi. the apostle speaks of a death to sin. 
I am crucified, says he. This he illustrates, as in Ro- 
mans, by the literal death of Christ, I am crucified with 
Christ ; nevertheles I live by faith in the Son of God. 
This passage conveys the same idea as that in Romans. 
There he says, ^'He that is dead, is freed from sin ;" and 
here he says, <4 am crucified, nevertheless I live by 
faith in the Son of God." Now it is clear that St. Paul 
means the same by being crucified, in this passage, that 
he does by being dead, in the other ; and what he calls 
being /r^ei/rom sin, in the one, he calls living by faith, 
in the other. And in both passages alike, he illustrates 
this by the literal death of Christ. But did Paul mean 
that he was temporally dead, in this passage to the Gala- 
tians P No one will assert this. Again, the same apos- 
tle says, "But God forbid that I should glory, save in the 
cross of our Lord Jesus Christ, by whom the world is 
crucified unto me, and I unto the world.'t In this pas- 
sage Paul says that he is crucifix to the world. By 
this he means the same as by being dead, in Romans ; 
and the idea conveyed in one passage, by the phrase, 
freed from sin, he conveys in the other, by the phrase* 
the world is crucified to me, that is, worldly lusts cease to 
influence my conduct In another passage, thf apostle 
Paul alludes to the same subject, and illustrates our 

• Gal. ii. 20. t Gal. vi. 14. 
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spiritual resarrectionbj the literal resurrection of Chrisl^ 
and represents those who are diad to sin., as being de- 
livered from its baneful influence. His words are these 
—"If then ye be risen with Christ, seek those things 
which are above, where Christ sitteth at the right hand of 
God. For je are dead, and jour life is hid with Christ 
in God."* This passage teaches us that the Colossians 
were dead with Christ, and risen with him. Now in all 
these passages, St« Paul speaks of the same thing as in 
Rooi. vi. 7. He speaks of a death to sirif and represents 
that those who are dead in this sense, were freed from 
the ruling power of sin. And in every instance he illus- 
trates this by the literal death and resurrection of Christ. 
Every person whose mind is free from the bias of system, 
would acknowledge these passages parallel to the one in 
Romans. But will you pretend that the death spoken 
of in these passages, is the death of the body ? Will 
you admit that Paul was literally dead, when he wrote 
his epistles, and that those to whom he addressed them, 
had departed this life ? 

Having noticed several passages in the epistles of 
Paul, let us now inquire wh^t the other writers say upon 
this subject. St. Peter has a passage parallel to Rom. 
vi. 7. "Forasmuch then as Christ hath suflered for us 
in the flesh, arm yourselves likewise with the same mind, 
for Ae that hath suffered in the flesh, hath ceased from 
^n, that he no longer should live the rest of his time in 
the flesh, to the lusts of men^ but to the will of God."t 
Th\8 passage renders the one in Romans perfectly intel- 
ligible. Paul says, "He that is dead, is freed from sin." 
Peter says, "He that hath suffered in the flesh, hath 
ceased from sin.^' Peter uses the phrase, suffered in 
^^flesh^to mean the same as died^ It is the same ex- 
pression which he uses in the same passage, to express 
t^e death of Christ. All must acknowledge that St. 

• Col. iii. 1, 3. t 1 Peter, iv, I, 2. 
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Peter means the same by suffering in thejlesh, that St. 
Paul does bj being dead; and the former means the 
same by ceasing from sin, that the latter does by being 
freedfrom sin* Here I think every unprejudiced person 
must admit that both apostles were treating upon the 
same subject, and laboring to establish the same point. 
Both of them speak of the literal death of Christ, and 
infer the point in debate therefrom. Now if we can as- 
certain what St. Peter meant by suffering in the fleshy 
and ceasing from sin, we shall then have ascertained 
what St Paul meant by being dead, and freed from sin* 
But what was Peter's meaning ? It is absolutely certain 
that Peter by suffering in the flesh, did not mean tempo- 
ral death ; for after declaring that he who had thus suf- 
fered, or was thus dead, had ceased from sin, he tells us 
the effect, or influence of being thus dead — ^*Hhat he no 
longer should live the rest of his time in the flesh, to 
the lusts of men, but to the will of God." Those who 
had suffered in the flesh, and ceased from sin, in St. 
Peter's sense of these expressions, had not experienced 
temporal death ; forit would be a flat contradiction to 
say that they had died a temporal death', that they 
should live the rest of their time in the flesh, according 
to the will of God. 

Now from the clause, <*that he should live the rest of 
his time in theflesh,^^ it is as clear as any tiling can be, 
that he was then in the flesh, and consequently the 
death cannot be temporal death. The death alluded to 
is a death to sin. This is corroborated by what Peter 
says in another passage in the same epistle. Speaking 
of Christ he says^ «Who his own self bear our sins in his 
own body on the tree, that we being dead to sins, should 
live unto righteousness."* This passage expresses the 
same idea as the former, and removes every doubt from 
the apostle's meaning, if any doubt could exist before. 

• 1 Peter, ii. 24. 
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He explains the death spoken of in the passage to mean a 
death to sin, and what he expressed in the other passage 
bj the phrase, ceased from sin, he here explains to mean 
to live unto righteousness. It is incontrovertibly evi- 
dent that St. Peter and St. Paul were treating upon one 
and the same subject ; and as St. Peter's language can- 
not possibly be interpreted of a temporal death, it fol- 
lows with moral certainty that the language of St. Paul, 
"He that is dead is freed from sin," cannot be interpre- 
ted of the death of the body. After what has been 
offered upon the subject, I flatter myself that it will 
appear obvious to the reader that the passage, "He that 
is dead, is freed from sin," will not bear the exposition 
you have given it. We have seen that the whole scope 
of the apostle's argument, and the context forbid it; 
that all the passages in which Paul treats upon the same 
subject forbid it; and that St. Peter in a parallel passage 
expressly cuts it off. 

Before we dismiss this subject, we will notice an 
objection which may probably be urged against the view 
I have given of the passage. The objection is this ;— 
the death spoken of can mean nothing short of temporal 
death, for no person is completely freed from sin in this 
world. This objection, however plausible it may appear, 
is founded upon a mistaken idea of scripture.phraseology. 
When the scriptures treat upon any subject, they do it 
in popular language. When they speak of the right- 
eons and the wicked, for instance, these terms are not 
Qsed with strict philosophical exactness, but only in a 
relative sense. By a righteous man, the sacred writers 
do not mean a man who is absolutely perfect, or virtu- 
ous in the strictest sense of the term ; but only that he 
18 comparatively so, more virtuous than men in general. 
And so on the other hand, of the wicked. In the scrip- 
ture sense of the terms, a righteous man is not free from. 
&ii sin, neither is a sinner devoidof all goodness. Noah 
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is called just, Lot just and righteous. Job a perfect and 
an upright man, and Nathaniel an Israelite in w^m 
was no guile. Now these terms and phrases are as 
expressive of immaculate purity, as the phrase freed 
from sin; and as you will acknowledge that the former 
apply to men in this world, there can be no impro- 
priety in the latter's applying to this world also. We 
do not suppose that the apostle meant to teach that his 
brethren were absolutely perfect, or free from all impu- 
rity. No, his only meaning was, that they were compar- 
atively righteous. In a word, that they were freed from 
sin, in the same degree they were dead to it, that is.in a 
relative sense. 

The passage in Romans is to be understood in the 
same sense as many other passages. St. John says, 
^'Whosoever is born of God, doth not commit sin."* 
Now we cannot understand this passage strictly, without 
involving many absurdities. John himself confesses that 
he was not without sin, and still he believed that he had 
passed from death unto life. But I need not labor a 
point which must be obvious to every reader of the 
scripture. If we turn to the 6th chapter of Romans, 
where the passage in debate is found, we shall see that 
Paul did apply the phrase /ree/rom sin, to men in this 
world. Verse 14th — ««For sin shall not have dominion 
over you." This amounts to as much as being freed from 
sin ; for they were freed from sin, if sin had no dominion 
over them. Verse 18 — "Being then made free from «tn, 
ye became the^ervants of lighteousness." In this passage 
it is expressly asserted that those to whom the apdstle 
addressed himself were free from situ Verse 22-— "But 
now being made free from sin, and become servants to 
God, y^ haire your fruit unto holiness, and the end erer- 
lagrting Iffe." Here then it is expressly said in two Ter- 
ses at leust, timt the brethren of the Roman church were 

* 1 John iii. 9. 
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free from sin. This not only removes the objection, but 
furnishes an additional argument in favor of my con* 
gtrnction of verse Tth. We find by these quotations, 
that what is said in the last clause of the 7th verse, 
applies to men in this world, and this is a weighty argu- 
ment in favor of the whole verse having such an appli- 
cation. At all events it destroys your argument* For 
it is clearly proved that the phrase, /r«e/rom sin^ in the 
6th of Romans, does in two instances apply to men in 
this world, where yon will admit that its meaning is only 
comparative ; and if the expression^/reecl /rom sin^ has 
only a comparative signification, even if you apply it to 
a future world, it will not exclude all iniquitii. From 
what has been offered upon the subject, I think it will 
appear that the passage in question does not favor your 
sjstem in the least ; and that the passage simply means, 
"He that is dead to sin, is freed from its consequences." 
I have now noticed the principal arguments which are 
alledged in support of your views, and how far I have 
removed their force, is submitted to the reader. Thus 
far I have confined myself to your system, and the argu 
mentsby which you support it I have endeavored to show 
that your system is defective, and your arguments incon 
elusive; and if in any instance I have used expressions 
which are thought to border upon disrespect, I will offer 
this explanation ; my remarks have been directed to the 
system, and not to its author ; and while I express my 
(lisapprobation of the one, I do not intend any disre- 
spect to the other. If what I have offered in opposition to 
your views, be valid, then the doctrine of the happiness 
I of all men at the article of death, must be given up. 
For while I consider your system weak, I firmly believe 
at the same time, that you have defended it in the- best 
posuUe manner. The defect lies not in the advocate, 
hut in the system he has the misfortuivs to defend. 
Your defence being the best possible, if your argnoients 
9 
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can be fairly answered* the system must inevitably fall. 
And if your system* which limits all punishment to this 
world* be unfounded* then the doctrine of future punish- 
ment will follow of course. In the subsequent Letters, 
I shall adduce evidence in favor of my own views upon 
this subject* and endeavor to obviate the objections 700 
have offered against these views. I shall not however, 
confine myself solely to your objections* but shall occa- 
sionally notice arguments which have been offered bj 
other writers on your side of the question* whenever I 
find any thing advanced by them which is not contained 
in your arguments. 

Yours* &c. 
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SUUemeni offht docirme of Future PunithmerU. 

RBV. AMD DEAR BROWRft* 

Haying examined joursydtem^ and the principal argu- 
menu you alledge in its support, 1 will now state in a 
defiui^ manner, the views which I shall attempt to de« 
fend. I shall endeavor to show that those who die im- 
penUeM wiU^ after death, enter into a state of misery^ 
tensisting of anxiety, guilt, and remorse, which tvill eon" 
tinue until repentance or reformation is effected. We 
do not believe that this misery will arise from any exter- 
nal ttpplicaHon, but frol|ii-the iniemal state of the mind. 
It is not our belief that this puntehment will be inflicted 
by the immediate handdfOod, and as it were, out of the 
common course of his jaoral dealii^gs, but that it will 
grow necessarily outorthe moral natures Qod has giv- 
en us ; that it will be the legitimate fruit of that guilt of 
which the mind will be conscious, in consequence of 
past transgressions. We know by what we feel in our- 
selves, and see in others, that one overt act of wicked- 
ness leaves the mind in a state of condemnation and 
misery ; and as many commit the most atrocious crimes 
the instant they leave this world, it is reasonable to sup- 
pose that they will enter into a state of remorse and 
inquietude after death. To me this has all the force of 
moral demonstration. Sin always leaves the mind in 
condemnation. This is an established principle; it 
grows necessarily out of the nature which we possess. 
Take men as they are, and it is impossible for it to be 
otherwise. Now a person taken away in the perpetra- 
tion of a horrid crime, must be unhappy after death. 
His moral nature renders immediate happiness im- 
possible, Unless his accountability is destroyed, his 
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conscionsness done away* and his moral nature annihi- 
lated ; in a word, unless man is changed into some other 
creature, it appears morally certain that those who 
depart this world in gross wickedness, will enter into 
a state of infelicity. 

If men exist in a future state, they must retain their 
identities; that is, they must be conscious that thejr are 
the same beings who have existed in this world, and per- 
formed such and such actions. Without this conscious- 
ness, men cease to exist. If I fall asleep to night, and 
awake on the morning of to-morrow without my con- 
sciousness, that is, without any knowledge or recollec- 
tion of having existed before, it ceases to be myesif, and 
becomes another being* Nothing which existed in me, 
and went to make up my personal identity, or individu- 
ality, is found in him ; but he is as distinct and as sepa- 
rate from me, as Peter or Paul. The same will hold 
good in relation to a. future state. In that state we mast 
possess a consciousness of having existed here, or it is 
not we who exist, but it becomes a new creation. All 
then, that goes to make up an individual, must exist af- 
ter death, or there is no future life to us. How do men 
in this world distinguish themselves from one another ? 
It Is solely because they possess an individual identity 
or consciousness ; that is, they have a conscious know- 
ledge that they have existed before that moment, and 
are the same beings who have thought, and felt, and acted 
thus and so. This consciousness is what constitutes an 
essential ingredient in an individual. Destroy this con- 
sciousness, and individuality ceases. Now if we exist in 
a future state, we must possess this individual conscious- 
ness, and all those principles and feelings which consti- 
tute personal identity. To talk of men's existing in a 
future state, without this consciousness, would be the 
height of extravagance and absurdity ; it would be some- 
thing similar to the notion that all men sinned in Adami 
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a position you would bj no means admit. Bat it is no 
more absurd to saj that men sin, without a conscious- 
ness of sinning, than it is to say that they exist, without 
a consciousness of existing. 

It appears clear from the nature of the case, that men 
in a future state must reti^in their consciousness, and 
this idea receives additional support from the scriptures. 
Jesus Christ, who is our pattern or example, retained his 
conscioQsness after death. He knew that he was the 
same person who had been baptized by John, betrayed by 
Judas, and crucified by the Jews. He knew that he had 
existed before ; he recognized his disciples, and com* 
manded them to preach that gospel which he had died to 
establish. Hence it will be seen that Jesus Christ 
retained his consciousness after death. And this will 
be the state of all men in a future world. The apostle 
intimates to us, that in a future state, we shall see as 
we are seen, and know as we are known.^ We are told 
in passages which you apply to a future state, that the 
redeemed will ascribe glory and honor to Jesus Christ in 
consequence of his having suffered and died for men in 
this world.t These passages contain full proof that men 
retain their consciousness after death. The redeemed 
in a future state praise Christ for what he has done for 
them, and as the blessing was made known to many of 
them in thi^ world, it is manifest that they had a reali- 
ling'sense of the blessings they received while here ; and 
hence it is jblear that they were conscious after death, of 
events which occurred here in time. 

Thus it appears both from scripture and reason, that 
men will retain their consciousness after death ; they 
'^\\\ be the same individuals there they were here, and 
will have a realizing sense of their conduct in this 
world. We will admit for the sake of the case, that jnen 

♦ 1 Cor. ziii. 12. t Rev, v. 12, 13. 
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in a future state, though they maj be conscious of hav« 
ing existed here, may not have a distinct recollection 
of all the actions they have performed. But this will 
not effect the argument. They will remember the last 
act of their lives here, especially if it be an act of gross 
wickedness, and this is all the argument requires. 
Now a man who goes out of the world in the very act of 
murder, for instance, will in a future state, have a real- 
izing sense of his character and conduct. There will 
be no necessity of his being informed that he is a 
murderer, for he will be conscious of this; he will know 
that the last act of his life in this world, was an act of 
gross immorality, and this will render him unhappy. It 
would be impossible for him to enjoy quietude of mind, 
while he is possessed of his consciousness, and knows 
that a weight of guilt rests upon his mind. Unless, 
therefore, at death man is changed into a stock, or stone, 
or some other creature, it appears perfectly clear that 
the character before us, cannot enter upon immediate 
enjoyment. Knowing himself to be a murderer, he must 
be unhappy. There is no need of any executive au- 
thority to inflict a punishment upon him ; for his own 
feelings will constitute his miserj, and his sin will be its 
own avenger. We know by our own experience, that 
men cannot be instantly happy after committing such 
horrid crimes. Misery flows necessarily from the state 
of mind attendant upon transgression. This is true 
of men in this world, and this misery arises from a con- 
sciousness of their past bad conduct; and as men wiH 
retain their consciousness in a future state, it follows, 
(hat those who die in the very act of transgression, will 
be unhappy after death. 

We do not believe that men will be consigned to any 
particular place of punishment, as sttc/i; but that the 
punishmeot will arise from their own unholy feelings 
and disturbed minds. The remorse of conscience will 
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be the punishment, and hell will be found within them. 
The future punishment in which we believe, is no differ- 
ent in nature or kind, from what men experience in this 
world. And any person who is opposed to future pun- 
ishment on this view of the subject, does, if he would 
confess it, feel equally opposed to all punishment in this 
world. It would seem that no reflecting person, who is 
friendlj to virtue and morality, could oppose a future 
punishment of the nature 1 have mentioned. It has fre- 
quently been said by Christian writers, that if the 
unbelievers in revelation were men of real integrity, 
they could not possibly feel opposed to the moral pre- 
cepts of the gospel. And it appears to me that the same 
remark will apply to the case before us. If a man is 
friendly to the cause of virtue and holiness, and is 
impressed with a just sense of accountability to God, I 
cannot conceive what motive he can have in opposing a 
future retribution, properly understood. 

Having stated the doctrine of future punishment, and 
shown that it is included in the idea of future, conscious 
existence, and is no different in its nature from punish- 
ment in this world, I will now call your attention to 
several considerations which lead the mind irresistibly 
to the thought of a future retribution. 

1 . Jin equitable retribution does not take place in this 
world. If this proposition can be established, a future 
retribution follows as a necessary consequence ; for the 
Almighty declares that he will render to every man 
according to his works. There are many passages of 
scripture which teach us that a just and full retribution 
does not take place in this state. It was said to the rich 
man, who was in misery after death, "Remember that 
thou in thy life-time receivedst thy good things, and 
likewise Lazarus evil things ; but now he is comforted, 
and thou art tormented."* This text not only teaches 



• Luke xvi. 25. 



Digitized by LjOOQiC 



^6 LETTER IV. 

us that men are not fullj rewarded in this world, but 
that a retribution does take place after death. This 
passage will be treated of at large in its proper placer 
We readily adroit that sin is punished in this world, but 
because men are punished here in some degree, it does 
not follow that thej are punished to the full extent of 
their deserts. What we shall attempt to maintain is, 
that a full and equitable retribution does not take place 
in this state. David was fully convinced of this. When 
he saw the prosperity of the wicked, his heart was 
grieved within him, because he could not reconcile the 
retribution which took place in this world, with the jus- 
tice and equity of the divine Being. Speaking of the 
prosperity of the wicked, he says, *<There are no bands 
in their death ; but their strength is firm. They are not 
in trouble as other men ; neither are they plagued like 
other men. Therefore pride compasseth them about 
as a chain, violence covereth them as a garment. Their 
eyes stand out with fatness ; they have more than heart 
can wish. They are corrupt, and speak wickedly con-- 
ceming oppression ; they speak loftily. They set their 
mouth against the heavens, and their tongue walketh 
through the earth. And they say. How doth God know ? 
and is there knowledge in the Most High? When I 
thought to know this, it was too painful for me. Until I 
went into the sanctuary of God ; then understood I their 
end."* 

Now although this description of the wicked will not 
hold goo^ at all times, and in every situation, yet there 
are instances in which this is a just representation of the 
condition of the righteous and wicked. Look for exam- 
ple to the first ages of Christianity. The meek and 
humble followers of the Lamb, were persecuted beyond 
measure. They were exposed to every hardship, and 
called to suffer every agony which human nature could 

• Pa. Ixxiii. 4—17. 
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possibly feel, or the ingenuity of their persecutors could 
invent. But while these innocent Christians were thus 
enduring every torture, their cruel persecutory and 
murderers were enjoying peace and quietude, and revel- 
ling in sensual indulgences. To an age like this, the 
description of the Psalmist will apply. At such periods 
it is obvious to the eye of unbiassed reason, that an 
equal retribution does not take place in this world. St. 
Paul knew by sad experience that the gospel subjected 
him and his brethren to greater trials and difficulties, 
than those to which the enemies of Christianity were 
exposed. Reflecting upon this subject he sajs, **U in 
this life only we have hope in Christ, we are of all men 
the most miserable."* Now this passage rests upon the 
principle, that the gospel in that age subjected its pos- 
sessors to greater sufferings than other men were called 
to experience. 

The apostle, it is true, was speaking not of a future 
punishment, but^f a future existeiice. But in either 
case, the argument is precisely the same. The a^ostle^s 
argument is this; — If there is no future existence, then 
all men at death are in one and the same situation^ they 
are precisely alike relative to happiness or misery ; and 
wt ar^ of all men the nwst miserable, because we are 
called to encounter greater sufferings in this world than 
those who reject the gospel. And the same may be said 
if there be no future retribution. For if all men are 
bftppy after death, they are all in the same situation; 
they are all alike as much as though they were all anni- 
hilated. Hence the apostle might say. If there be no 
fature punishment, we are of all men the most miserable. 
The apostle's declaration, '<we are of all men the most 
miserable," is founded upon the principle, that his trou- 
bles in this world were greater than other men's. And 
whether he was treating upon future punishment or 
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fatttre existence, this principle remains the same. But 
probably it may be said that the apostle had greater 
consolations than other men, as well as greater trials. ^ 
To this we reply, however great the apostle's cons^ 
tions might have been, his sufferings were so weig^ly^as 
to leave the balance of misery over happiness^Kreater 
in him than in the enemies of the gospel^ If the 
apostle's consolations or enjoyment kept pads with his 
suflferingsy so as to leave him on the whole f# happy as 
other men, he could not say with a shadow of propriety, 
or even truth, that he was the most miserable of all meo, 
if the dead rise not For if men do not exist after 
death, he could not be more miserable than other men, 
unless he had a greater balance of misery over happiness 
in this world, than other men. So the apostle's decia- 
ration goes directly to show that he and his Christian 
bretliren had more troubles in. this world, than the 
persecutors of the gospel. This passage t^^- proves 
iocontrovertibly that a just retribution ^;^|Ar not take 
.place in thi« world, and so conormd thd accoant given 
by the Psalmist, that the wicked are sometimes prosper- 
ous iiAhis world, even beyond the righteous. 

Here then we have the testimony of David and Paul, 
that men are not fully recompensed in this state. But 
you will probably say that the Psalmist gave this repre- 
sentation, when he was ignorant, before he went into the 
sanctuary, and learned the truth. 'Tis true, that Da- 
vid's perplexity arose from his ignorance. He could 
not reconcile the enjoyment and prosperity of the wick- 
ed in this world, with the justice and equity of the Deity. 
But after he obtained information on the subject, these 
perplexities were all dispelled. David, when he was 
perplexed, was ignorant, it is true. But of what was he 
ignorant? Not of the prosperity of the wicked; for 
that he had already seen. Not of their quiet and 
«njoyment ; for tliat he had witnessed. But he was 
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ignorant of • their '€iid. *^Wheii I tiioaght to know this, 
it was too painful for me ; until I went into the sanctu* 
ary of God, then understood I their endJ*^ Here then 
was the additional knowledge which David received. 
He was not informed that his representation was false, 
or even exaggerated ; but rather it was confirmed* But 
the knowledge which he acquired related to their end, 
that is, the state which awaited them after death.. Your 
system requires that men be punished by the compunctions 
of conscience, day by day as they pass along. But it was 
not this which gave ease to the mind of the Psalmist ; he 
understood that in the end they would be recompensed. 
To call that punishment which falls upon men day by day 
their md, is destroying the meaning of language, and 
making the scriptures mean what we please. 

The whole boolE of Job goes to prove that men are not 
dealt with in this world according to their moral cha- 
racters. Job) we are told, was a perfect and upright 
ffULH, one that feared Qod, and eschewed evil ; in a 
word, that there was none like him in the earth.* Job 
then was a virtuous man ; he was unparalleled in good- 
ness. But was his happiness on earth as much greater 
than other men's, as his character stood fairer P No one 
will pretend this. No man ever experienced more 
severe trials. His fortune, his children, and all that lie 
bad, were torn from him. His friends proved false ; his 
bodily and mental agonies were almost insupportable, 
llie many trying and severe afflictions which befel the 
perfect and patient Job, teach us in the plainest manner 
that men are not always dealt with in this world ac- 
cording to their moral characters. While the righteous 
are groaning under many afflictions, the wicked are 
frequently prosperous and happy. Not only the case of 
Job, but the conversation between him and his friends, 
incontestably shows that God does not always deal with 

• Job, V. 0. 
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men in this world according to their moral characters. | 
The contest between Job and his friends was simply 
this;^ob maintained that God did not always deal 
with men here according to their deserts, but his friends 
maintained that he did ; and because Job was afflicted 
more than other men, they inferred that he was more 
criminal. No person can read the book of Job ander- 
standingly, without perceiving that this was the dispute 
between them. 

His friends, to establish their side of the question, saj* 
««Who ever perished, being innocent ? or where were the 
righteous cut off? Even as I have seen, they that plow 
iniquity and sow wickedness reap the same." *'The 
wicked man travaileth with pain all his days, and the 
number of years is bidden to the oppressor. A dread- 
ful sound is in his ears ; in prosperity the destroyer 
shall come upon him. He believeth not that he shall 
return out of darkness, and he is waited for of the 
sword." '<The light of the wicked shall be put oat, 
the snare is laid for him in the ground, and the trap for 
him in the way. Terror shall make him afraid on every 
side, and shall drive him to his feet Destruction shall 
be ready at his side, his confidence shall be rooted out 
of his tabernacle, and it shall bring him to the king of 
terrors. He shall be driven from light into darkness* 
and chased out of the world. Surely such are the 
dwellings of the wicked, and this is the place of him 
that knoweth not God."* From these and various other 
passages, we learn the doctrine for which Job's friends 
contended. They maintained that God in this world 
always dealt with men according to their moral charac- 
ters ; or, in other words, that a just retribution always 
took place in this state of existence. 

But Job, on the other hand, contended that the wicked 
frequently prospered in this world, even beyond the 

• Job iv. 7, 8. XV. 20, 21, 22. zviii. 5--21. 
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righteous. la support of tfiis, amoDg •ther ttnogs, he 
says, "Th& tat^ernacUs of robbers prosper, and Ih^ 
that provoke God, are secure ; into whose hands God 
bringeth abundfmtly." ''God hath deliyered me to the 
ungodly^ and toroed me over into the hands of the 
wicked. I was at ease, but he hath broke,n me asnnder, 
he bath also taken me bj mj neck, and shaken me to 
pieces, and set me op for his mark. His archers com- 
pass me round «bout ; he cleaveth my reins asunder, aod 
doth not spure $ he poareth out my gsU upon the ground. 
He breaketh me with breach upon breach, he runneth up- 
on me like a giant My bee is foul with weeping, and on 
my eyelids b the shadow of death. Not Cor say injus* 
tice in my hands ; also my prayer is pure." '^Where- 
fore 4o the wicked live, become old, yea are mighty in 
pQwer? Their #eed is estsblidied in their sight with 
tbejBj jsnd tb^ir offspring befoce tkeir eyes. Their 
hw9es ere ai4e from fear, nfisiher ^s the red 4kf God 
upon them* They siapd forilb their little ones liken 
flock, and their childrf»n djince. They take the timlMrel 
aod harp, and rqoice 3t th^e fOfind of th^ orgpw- Tkejr 
spei^d their days ixk jwealtb* lind in ajnomentgo down to 
thegrsre. Tiheire^^ they ftsy unto God^ depert from 
Uf ^r we 4esin9 not the knowledge of thy ways.''^ 

9y tbe l^e pfp^s^eti we learn thut Job was far from 
S^Qtittingii justMd AkH retribution in this wprM. He 
^J9,1ii^i rubers pro^pisr, nft^iijie he, though innocent, is 
g|re«llya^9t^dby iGod. ]H[e tells us tbstthe wicked 
p^oisper, net only in temporal things* but a)so in their own 
feelings; in their minds ih^j have peace^ They are 
Hfifefroin fear^ and the md of the Almighty j^ not upon 
Mvif ThnS| SiTy it (Sppears tbat Job's friends believed 
viljhypQ^ tb|t God i^w^ys dealt with men in this world 
{according p^ tfieir moral char4lcter^ ; thut n fuU and 

• Job zii. e. xvi. 11—17. xai. 7— 1«. 
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equitable retribution invariabl j takeg place here. But 
Job maintained that this was not the case. 

Here then we have the case plainly before U8« Job 
asserts that God does not deal with men in this state of 
being strictly according to their deserts ; but his friends 
assert the opposite. Now the only question to be deci- 
ded is this ;^^whether Job was eorreet, or his friends. 
This question is happily decided by the Judge of all the 
earth. **And it was so, that after the Lord bad spokea 
these words unto Job» the Lord said to Eliphaz the 
Temanite, My wrath is kindled against thee and against 
thy two friends ', for ye have not sfoken of me the thing 
that is rights as my servant Job hath. Therefore take 
unto you seven bullocks and seven rams, and go to my 
servant Job, and offer up for yourselves a burnt offering ; 
and my servant Job shall pray for you ; for him will i 
accept : lest Ideal with you after your folly, in that ye 
have not spoken of me the thing which is right, like my 
servant Jod."* Thus does the divine Being expressly 
approve of the sentiment advanced by Job, and con- 
demn tiiat advanced by his friends. He says that Job 
had spoken right* but his friends had not. We have 
already seen that Job maintained that a full and com- 
plete retribution did not take place in the present world, , 
and this sentiment is approved by God himself. But 
Bliphaz and his associates, by maintaining the opposite, 
excited the wrath of the Lord, and were formally con- 
demned by him. This then is full proof that men are 
not equitably recompensed on tiiis side the grave. And 
hence the necessity of a future retribution. 

But you will probably say that we cannot tell how 
much distress of mind the sinner feels in the midst of 
temporal prosperity. How then can you detenhine tha:t 
he receiveS;Al]|e full reward of his iniquity here in time f 
If we are ignorant of the sinner's feelings, then surely 

• Job xlii. 7, 8. 
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joa cannot saj that he is punished to the full extent of 
his deserts. So this veil of ignorance which jou would 
cast over the subject, is an acknowledgment that your 
views cannot be established. But is it certain that the 
virtuous, when undergoing the seve^rest temporal and 
corporeal afflictions, alwajs enjoj mental peace and 
quietness ? Our Savior, when clothed in our nature, 
though he was pure and spotless, experienced no small 
share of grief. He says, *'Mj soul is exceeding sorraw^ 
ful unto death." To say that all good men enjoy perfect 
tranquillity under the greatest earthly afflictions, is to 
contradict our own experience, and the common senti- 
meot of mankind* Does it appear from the history, 
that Job enjoyed mental happiness in the midst of his 
troubles? The farthest from it possible. The whole of 
Job's conversation goes to show that his mind was paia* 
ed as well as his body. Neither is it true that the wicked 
are sorely smitten with remorse in the midst of their 
temporal prosperity. Job, as we have already seen, says, 
"they are safe from fear, neither is the rod of the Al- 
mighty upon them." Thus it appears that they are 
frequently destitute of that fear and anxiety which many 
good men are called to experience. David also says, 
that they are not troubled like other men. The apostle 
Paul confesses himself the most miserable of all men, in 
consequence of the troubles which the gospel drew upon 
him in this world. From these scriptures it is mani- 
fest that cases sometimes occur in which the wicked are 
not only more prosperous, but in fact are more happy, 
than the righteous. We do not pretend that this is 
always the case. Facts will not permit, neither does my 
theory require, me to say that as a general thing, virtue 
has less enjoyment than vice. But the same facts and 
scripture testimony constrain roe to say that the Wicked 
are sometimes prospered even beyond the righteous in 
this state. 
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Bttt on yottr systcim^ you must maintain the reverse. 
Your TiewB require that jou maintain that our miserj 
alwaja increases with our guilt It is a necessary part 
of your system that men are sufficiently punished by 
thetr own feelings, and that conscience is the judge 
#liich will render to all men their just due. Ydur whole 
system then rests Upon the presumption that thd con- 
itdlenee is always pure* and invariably metes out our 
ptmshment strictly to our demerits. But this position 
ii repvgnant to both scripture and reason. Experience 
piainly teaches us that the cortiputtctibns of conscience 
ar^ far from being in proportion to the enormity of our 
guilt This remorse does not keep pace with our wick- 
ednessi The novice in cirime will feel more remorse for 
stealing sixpence, than the adept in wickedness does for 
a robbery or a murder. We knoW by our own experi- 
ence, that etfnseienee becomes more pliable, the oftener 
she is made to bow to our evil inclinations. When 
we first commence a sinful courde, conscience remon** 
strates with becoming firmness ; but if we continue to 
walk in that path, we shall find tKat conscience will lose 
its sting in nearly the same proportion that we progress 
in wickedness. It is the Jaature of sin to blunt the moral 
feelings, and lay the conscience asleep. The person 
who drinks too deep at the intoxicating bowl for the first 
time, experiences shame and remorse, while the habitual 
drunkard has lost all sense of shame, and has no other 
regret than that he does not possess the means of plun- 
ging deeper into that destructive vice. And so of all 
other vices. The fashionable murderer, the duellist, who 
takes the field, and with deliberate aim kills his rival, is 
filled with rejoicing, rather than remorse. ,He will even 
boast of his bloody exploits, and Will take the field 
again, whenever an opportunity presents itself. Bat 
while this aspiring mtit-derer is arrogating to himself the 
greatest honors, and has the satisfaction of being feasted 
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and applaaded by a corrupt multitude, the tjro in crime 
experiences the severest remorse of conscience, and is 
perhaps pining in prison. Instead of the reprovings of 
conscience being more and more severe, as we progress 
in wickedness, the very reverse of this is the truth. 
The more virtuous a man is, the more he is alive to a 
sense of accountability to God, and as he increases in 
sin, his sense of accountability decreases. The greater 
the sinner therefore, the less are the reprovings of con- 
science. Every person who has given any attention to 
the subject, must be sensible that the feelings of con- 
science are more acute in a virtuous, than in a vicious 
man. 

Now what is so clearly taught by observation and 
experience, is further corroborated by the scriptures. 
St Paul says, *<The blood of Christ shall purg€ your 
consciences from dead works*^^* This purging of the 
conscience from dead works, ntcesssLrily supposes that 
it had once been defiled by acts ot wickedness. Again 
he says, ^'The worshippers once purged should have no 
more conscience of 8in.''t This passage plainly implies 
that before the worshipper was purged, his conscience 
was sinful. The conscience frequently becomes corrupt 
and sinful. Hence the apostle says, *<having our hearts 
sprinkled from an evil conscience.^^t 'l^'he apostle to 
Titus teaches the same truth — "Unto them that are 
defiled and unbelieving, nothing is pure ; but even their 
mind and conscience is defiledJ*^^ Thus it appears that 
sin corrupts the whole man ; even his mind and his 
conscience partake of this defilement. Once more, the 
apostle speaks of apostates who speak lies in hypocrisy, 
''having their conscience seared with a hot iron^i Now 
will any person pretend that a conscience thus callous, 

• Heb. ix. 14. t Heb x. ft. 

iHeb. X. n. I Tit. i. 16 

1 Tim. iv. t. 
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and stupiiSed, is t dtlitablts tribunal to dieteritiiiie ffi^ 
characters of men ? We kte told thiit th^e Judge of all 
the earth will d6 right But can the sabe be said of a 
conseleiipe wfiidi is sinful, emt, defied, seared as 
with a hot iron ? Since consdiehce frequently becomes 
corrupt, and hardened, it follows of course that this is 
not to be the final judge Of the characters of men. "For 
who could expect a correct decision, in all casei, from a 
corrupt judge ? and shall we look to a defiled conscience 
as the last and onlj tribunal, by which the actions of 
men are to be tried ?'^* 

Men are nintufally selfish beiAgs; and sin alWajs 
corrupts the heart, and blunts the moral feelings to that 
degree that the old veteran in wickedness will feel but 
Titf le remorse for the most atfodous deeds. The batui^ 
of sin is so alluring, that Che old olTehder ^\\ ttlmmi 
persuade himself that his behavior is hH reprehendible. 
Now can we reasonably suppose thati cohscience thui 
seared and defiled will do perfect ju^tlc'etn all easts? 
It is the common consent of mankind that it Would n'Ot. 
Would it be wise in all cases 6f a civil nature t6 placfe 
the defendant upon the bench, and let him decide his 
own case ? Are robbers and murderers generally allowed 
the privilege of deciding whether they sh^l be executed 
or not ? Much otherwise. And the reason is obvious. 
It is the common sentiment of mankind that th^ rinn^r 
would always favor himself at the expense of juiltice and 
equity, should he be permitted to decide his own canfse. 
And so with a defiled conscience; its dedisidn #ould 
partake of that selfishness which is cfaai^cterisfic erf th^ 
sinner. The remorse we feel, arises frofti a just senste of 
our accountability to God. But the adept in wickedness 
has little or no sense of his accountability, dnd endea- 

* See Disserta^ons on fature panishment by R^v. S. C. Love- 
land, published in the Christian Repository, Vol. fV. Wbeire wiU 
be found many excellent remarks upoa this sdbj^ct. 
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Vors babitttftllj to banish God from his thoughts* Id the 
degcHptioA of the wicked given by the Psalmist, which 
we have already noticed^ does it appear that they had a 
realizing sense of their accountability to God? Th^ 
farthtiSt from it possible* The passage informs us ^at 
they set their mouth against the heavens, and say, How 
iath God know f and is there knowledge in the Jiost 
High? Here instead of admitting their accountability 
to God, they seem to doubt his taking cognizance of 
their conduct. Job also, as we have seen, represents the 
wicked as prosperous, and in consequence of this, they 
become haughty, and say unto God, depart from Ua; for 
we desire not the knowledge of thy ways. Thus instead 
of feeling their accountability, they harden their hearts, 
tnil coDamiand God to depart from them. St. Paul after 
the Psalmist, says <>f certain vile characters, there is no 
fear of Gvd hrfore their eyes.* 

Now it would be the summit of Weakness to say that 
these characters had a realizing sense of their accoun- 
tability to God, when they bad no fear of him before 
thieir eyes. Who will have the presumption to say that 
sinners feel a just sense of their accountability to their 
Maker, While they have no fear ofhiin, do not desire his 
iiM'Uctions ffut eommand him to depart from them ? 
Sitkie reAiOfse of conscience arises principally from a 
se6se of oar aecdUntability to God, and the most cor-* 
cut>t sinner^ hate the kast sense of their accountability, 
it ippeafs morally certain that conscience doed not render 
to every wan according to his deeds. Who can believe 
that'the Selfish, mercenal-y being, who will destroy his 
neigbboi^e life t& ittcrtsasc his temporal interest, will by 
the bar ef his <iwn otnscience condemn himself to a just 
ittid equitable puf^shittent ?-^Biit We will dro:p all rea- 
s^niiig of this s^t vp^tt the sabjl9ct» fot the sacred wvi- 
t^ts haH tkbided it fordvtr. Tkef assure if» that the 

* ftom. ifl. la. 
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conscience becomes defiled and seared, so that the mo%i 
abandoned sinners, instead of feeling accountable to the 
divine Being, renounce his control, despise his instruc- 
tion, and command him to depart from them; 

If we look at the conduct of men, we shall see that 
the sting of conscience dues not restrain them froai sin. 
Old transgressors condnue to commit sin, notwithstanding 
all the horrors of conscience. When tempted at anj 
time to commit sin, they do not inquire whether thej 
shall experience remorse of conscience ; for thej know 
that this, to a certain degree, always attends transgres- 
sion. But this they are willing to bear« Should you tell 
an old offender, that if he continued in sin, he would 
experience almost intolerable remorse in every act of 
transgression, he would probably inform you that he was 
as well acquainted with his own feelings as yourself, 
and that if he could escape human laws, it was all he 
expected or desired. The principal inquiry which an 
old sinner makes is, not whether he shall escape re- 
morse of conscience, but whether he shall escape human 
authority. We find that men are in love with sin, much 
in proportion as they practise it There is something in 
sin which strikes the virtuous mind with dread, but the 
sinner rolls it as a sweet morsel under his tongue. 
Hence we read, ^'Men loved darkness rather than light, 
because their deeds were evil. For every one that 
doeth evil, hateth the light." Will you inform the sin- 
ner, that, if he violates the laws of God, he will expe- 
rience darkness ? This is just what he desires ; he loves 
darkness rather than light And will you call that a 
just punishment for sin, which the sinner mostly desires? 
'*Are we to look to the very darkness which men love, 
as containing a full and equal punishment for their 
transgressions P Is this the whole chastening of the 
Lord, which is, to humble and subdue the hardened sin- 
ner f We find that men are generally in love with ini- 
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qnitj, mtlch in proportion to their practice of iniquitj* 
And although we grant that the love of iniquitj is found- 
ed on deceptive principiesi and the promised happj 
consequences are ail a cheat to the soul ; jet they are 
such as flatter the sinner^ and are> by no means, calcu- 
lated to dissuade him from pursuing his accustomed 
course* Would a person be apt to account that which 
he loves, as a punishment P No ; nor would it, properly 
speaking, have the effect of a punishment upon his mind, 
till he is enabled to realize its chastening power. The 
argument, tbea^ that sin does not, in many instances, 
carry with itself the reward of its full demerit, appears 
fally sapported from the nature of the case."* 

Again : the idea that the conscience punishes all men 
to the full extent of their criminality, is of the most fatal 
moral tendency* It at once aims a blow at the founda* 
tioQ of civiliae^ition and order, and tends to introduce 
anarchy and confusion. If the conscience of every man 
pttQiftkes him to the full extent of his demerit, then hu- 
man punishments are unjust and cruel. Human laws 
frequently sentence men to imprisonment for life ; they 
go further, they sometimes put men to death in the most 
lingering manner. Now if conscience punishes each 
isdiYidual to the full extent of his deserts, any other 
puaishment is unjust. It is inflicting a punishment 
upon those who had been, or would be sufiiciently pun- 
ished without the interference of human authority^ On 
this ground then, human laws are only engines of cruel- 
ij, and ought to be repealed. And if all laws are repeal- 
ed, then all government, all order, all civilization must 
fall. Now, Sir, if you maintain that conscience is 4 
judge which will in this world render to every man 
according to his deeds, you are in duty bound to oppose 
the execution, and even existence of human laws. But 
<lo yoQ desire to subvert all human liuthority, and intrO'* 

• Christian Repoiitory, vol. IV. p. 66. 
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dnce a state of anarchy? I am sensible that joa 
would shudder at such an idea. Then reject the un- 
scriptural notion that conscience is the only tribooal at 
which men will be tried— a notion devoid of all authori- 
ty, and one which aims a death blow at alt order and 
regularity. Thus it hath been shown that conscience is 
far from being a just and equitable judge, and conse- 
quently it cannot be pretended that men receive their 
due reward as they pass the journey of life. 

We frequently see instances in which it is obvious to 
the eye of unbiassed reason, that a just retribution does 
not take place in this world. To illustrate this, we will 
suppose a case. We will suppose then, that two men, 
A and B, start in company to commit robbery and mur- 
der, and while in the very act of taking the life of the 
innocent traveller, A receives a shot through the heart, 
of which he dies instantly; but B escapes alive with 
the booty. And to avoid detection B flees^ and after 
wandering several months in a distant part of the coun- 
try, is detected, brought before a magistrate, and com- 
mitted to prison, where he remains for several months 
more. He is then brought to trial, receives the sentence 
of death, is remanded back to prison, where he remains 
for months loaded with chains, and at last suffers an 
ignominious death upon the gallows. From the time of 
the murder until the execution we will say was one yean 
Now this is no visionary representation. Cases of this 
nature frequently happen. 

Now I would ask, if A went in a moment to perfect 
bliss, is it not evident that A was punished too little, or 
B too much P I will observe here that their characters 
must have stood upon a perfect level, when they assault- 
ed the innocent traveller. It matters not what their 
conduct might have been before they commenced this 
daring enterprise. For if men receive all they deserve 
in this world, they must be punished step by step as 
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they pass along, so that if they are taken away at any 
moment, they will hare received all their punishment, 
and so be obnoxious to none after death. If one 
therefore had been ten times as vicious as the other, he 
had received ten times as much punishment; conse- 
quently they must both have stood on equal grounds at 
that time ; they must both have received up to that time 
all that was due, no more nor no less. They must there* 
fore have cancelled all their debts up to the time of the 
affair, A and B were alike guilty in this affair, and for 
this alone were they guilty. Now I will renew the 
question whether these men were punished alike for the 
crime of murder. B continued in this world one whole 
year before his execution; during the whole of which 
time he was extremely unhappy. His whole year's 
severe suffering was closed by the agonies of death. 
Bot A who was equally guilty, went, according to your 
views, instantly to glory. In what sense could A be 
punished for that crime ? Will you say that he was pun* 
ishedby being killed on the spot? The innocent traveller 
then, was punished as severely as the cruel murderer* 
for he also was killed upon the spot. And B also, A's 
accomplice in wickedness, after suffering a whole year, 
suffered death. 

Neither is temporal death a punishment for sin. If A 
had been as virtuous as St John, or Jesus himself, he 
would have suffered temporal death ; and perhaps in a 
manner ten times as painful as to be shot through the 
heart So that by being killed instantly, he in fact 
escaped those long and severe pangs which are the com- 
mon lot of those who die a natural death. This sadden 
death therefore, ought to be considered a reward rather 
than a punishment. He went out of the world more easy 
than he probably would have done, had he been innocent 
Tott cannot maintain that A was duly punished by losing 
his life ; for you do not consider temporal death as % 
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panishment fur un. Tour words are-^<*Moiral df sth is 
the effect of sin, natund death is the effect of a. marid 
eonsHtttHon."* Again ; *<MeB die natural deaibs, be- 
cause thej are naturally mortal ; but thej are wut nat- 
urally qiertal» because of sin. My opponent will say, 
that the death of the body is in consequence of sii), 
when one man murders another ; to whiph I rep^lj, oDe 
man could not murder another, if men were not mortal. 
I will acknowledge that sin is often the means wiierebj 
natural life is ended, and my opponent mast acknow- 
ledge, that it is often the means of persons' being intro- 
duced into natural life. Perhaps an hundred are Intnn 
duced into existence by illicit connexions, where one u 
taken out by malice prepense."t Here we have your 
testimony that temporal death is no punishment for ein. 
You cannot maintain therefore, that A was sufficieotij 
punished by being killed. 

But perhaps you will aay, if death, self-censidered, 
was no punishment, it was a punishment to him to be 
taken from this world ; from his business, friends and 
relatiTes. But if A goea in an instant to the enjoyment 
Af perfect bliss, it ought to be regarded as a reward, and 
^et a punishment. By committing this crime, he was 
not only taken out of the world easier than he would 
probably otherwise^Te been, but he w^s introduced into 
•heatren «ooner than though He had been innocent. l%e 
ioss ^ life in this W4Mdd, therefore, instead of being a 
punishment, was the gceateat ble8^ing. By this ualiiiiely 
death he was inducted instantly into all the enjoyments 
•of a glortfied state. But while A, on your system, was 
feasting upon immortal joys, in the presence of God, B, 
fab acoMuplice in wiekediiess, was f^ a whole year» wan- 
itoing a vagaboBd, or pining in a dungeon. I^ow, 6ir, 
.with y«ur system out ef view, can yen eay that you 
tUfik theae turo fi^n were punished to the same extent 

^ Aton. p. 59. t Lect. p. 93. 
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in this world ? Were jou to sit as a juror, and decide 
OQ a question of this nature, I am confident that your 
verdict would be, that their punishment here was ttne- 
qual ; that B was punished too much, or A too IvMe. 

But perhaps jou maj say that it is impossible for us 
to tell what the feelings of either of these men were, 
and consequently we cannot determine which was pun- 
ished the most Now this is virtually renouncing your 
system. You contend that all punishment is confined to 
this world, or in other words, that all are equitably 
rewarded here. We have introduced a case in which it 
appears very evident, that a full and equitable punish- 
ment does not take place in this world. In order to 
support your views, it is necessary that you should be 
able to prove, that these two individuals are punished in 
this state according to their ill deserts. But when you say 
it is impossible to tell what their feelings are, you in 
reality say, that it is impossible to prove your system 
true. Besides, such suggestions generally have an im- 
proper influence, as they tend to bewilder, rather than 
enlighten the human mind. We are not willing to grant 
that we are totally igmjrant upon subjects of this nature. 
There are certain principles or properties pertaining to 
the human mind, which are possessed in common by us 
all ; and by knowing what is true of ourselves, we know 
what is true of others in the same circumstances. We 
know by experience that all mental agony arises from 
reflection, and the consideration of our state or condi- 
tion. We know also that all ideas take place in succes- 
sion, and consequently that a period of time is necessa- 
ry in order to our experiencing either happiness or mis- 
ery. Knowing that this is true of ourselves, we can 
conclude with a great degree of certainty, that tliis is 
true in relation to others. We know that the human 
mind is so constituted, as to be incapable of admitting 

11 
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Dr eBdiiriag a vast d«gv«e «t sufferiBg in an itifttSBt dC 
tiling. 

N6W on thie 8uppMiti«ii befepe as, A ^as kiHed in ati 
instant. We -know th^n with a good d^eB of certaintjf 
that^id ^uflfemga could ncftliave bften gi^at. To d^ny 
Ibis, is to reject all moml evidanee^aad give np'the duly 
][>tt>ef wie can hfav6 of the eidileii^ df a God. And on 
the other hand, we can b^ well persuaded that B*8 pua^ 
ishment was severe. No person wiU ptetend that 1i^ 
l|itcration was vei7 enviable. Chains, itnprisonmeiit, and 
an ignt>miAiou« detftbi ar^ ni»t What people generally 
covet. Tfin sufferings during thte Mrhole year, instead ^ 
<behig less> wei^e w^U prohabUity ^eater than we are 
apt to itna^iie. But While B wasendtrring the gteatedft 
pain, A was partaking of botHidiess felteity. Now if 
heaven is better than a dan^en^ atid the throne erf* the 
£aaib thann ^bbet,lhenitift certaiti that B waspuliish- 
ed mk»re than A ; or rather, that one was puhished ^vere- 
ly, the other trot at all. Kefiee arises the neeerssitj of k 
future retribution. 

Besides, A was taken away itt sin^ and coMid iiotbe 
happy Without repentance. The scriptures i»sure us 
that faith and repentance ikTe tieees^aty qtialificatSoas 
fbrthe enjoyment of heaveto. ^"Clx^ept a trtati te bom 
again, he cannot see the kingdote Of GodJ^' Itepen- 
tatice then, is necessary for sal vatioii^ but repentance is 
a progressiva work. Itreqilirestnenial eierbidef. Jiad 
every person who has any ktiowledge df the philosophy 
of the human mind, must know th^t all ideas take {>lace 
ilfi succession. A period of time is requisite for every 
idea, thought, or resolution. No Yolltibn can exiat in 
the mind, until the Varioud objects presenting theinaelves 
are taken into consideration, and duly weighed. A pe- 
riod of time therefore, is necessary for everjr ftatioiiai 
*rolition. Repentance ia a complicated' i^orlr, atid 6f 
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^•urse mwt reqiHi^ i» caasUeraUe length tf tikocfc Thtt 
Fesoiution whicb is formed hastilj, «iid without dtte oon^ 
sider&tion, is frequently repcfoted oL Tbit repestiseo 
which U suddieo, bardlj deserves tbe Rsnie. For how-> 
ever just it maj be in itself> if the i^esQltttion wfts taken 
without due consideration, as it regiirda tbe individiiftl^ 
it was an iitconsiderate rather tbain a virtuous aot Re-» 
pentance»to be genuine* mnsthe rational; and t« 4>e 
rational, it must be the result of cnneideratiM en4 
reflectionv which must necessarily occupy the mind hi 
a considerable time. Thus it is obviona from the natar^ 
of tbe human mind, that reipentance must be e gradual 
work. JI/fA tbe scdpturea confirm this opimoQ^ Tht 
apostle says to bra brethren et Corinth, "I pepceiive Ihsd - 
tha same epistle hatb mad^ you sQrrya though H tpem 
hi for a^eascm. Now I rejoice, not that ye were mad9 
Barry, hut that ye sorrowed nido repentance." Here we 
learn that repentance consists in sqrroii^sng/or e tmmt^ 
Repentance is always attended with sorrowing, though 
sorrowing does not always effect repentance. «Fer,'^ 
continues the epestlo, ''^odly sorrow worketh repent* 
ancennto salvation, not tq be repented of ; but the aerrew 
of the world worketh death."* By this passege we ere 
ttsght that that repentance whidi is genuine in its na- 
tare, is alweys attended with sorrow or pain; and that 
this sorrow always lasts fer a $eaa(ni» or period of tim^ 
Repentance, therefore, is a gradualj progressive werki. 
Now let us apply this principle to the case before us/ 4 
wu taken from time in an instant, in the very aot of mnsi- 
der. He cannot be happy without repfntance, and repen- 
tance n a painful process, which requires a period ef 
time. For a season therefore, he must be unhappy. 

Faith, which is another prerequisite for the enjoy^ 
neat of heaven, is a mental work. Faith is a firm aa^ent 
^ the mind to the truth of a proposition. And faith, tp 

• SCoiuvii. 8, 9, 10. 
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be vftluable, mqst be founded upon good evideDce. It 
would be rashness in any person to give credence to a 
proposition, until he had, to the best of his understand- 
ing, examined the evidence on both sides of the ques- 
tion. Now this is a work of no small magnitude ; and 
the more important the question, the greater care men 
ought to bestow in adjusting and weighing the evidence. 
To pretend that faith is only a momentary work, is to 
contradict good sense, and the daily experience of roaa- 
kind. «<Faith," says the apostle, **cometh by hearing ;^ 
that is, faith is produced by the weight of evidence. To 
be well grounded, it must rest upon substantial evidence. 
Faith in Ood must arise from the evidence h4has given 
^ us in the volumes of nature and revelation. And who 
will have the vanity to declare that by a single glance 
of the mind, a man may see and examine all the evi- 
dence contained in nature and revelation ? It is im- 
possible for a man, with the ordinary faculties of our 
nature, to acquire a genuine and well-grounded faith in 
a moment. Thus we see that faith and repentance, 
which are absolutely necessary for salvation, are both of 
a gradual^ progressive nature ; both require a period of 
time for their full and perfect •exercise. 

Now how is A, who was killed in an instant, in the 
very perpetration of a heinous act, to be admitted to 
heaven ? He cannot be saved without repentance ; and 
repentance is not only a progressive work, but is always 
attended with a hearty sorrow for sin. Repentance, 
self -considered, is a punishment It is a regret which 
is always attended with compunctions of conscience. 
A, therefore, before he can be admitted into heaven» 
must be exercised by repentance, and the very idea of 
repentance supposes pain and remorse. For a period, 
at least, he most be unhappy. Again ; he cannot be 
saved without faith ; but faith is a work of time. He 
cannot, therefore, enter immediately into the enjoyment 
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bt {perfect bliss. Now on the sapposition before us, it is 
as evident, as almost any truth whatever, which rests 
upon moral evidence, that these two persons are not 
rewarded in this state of being according to their deserts. 

There are many considerations which go to show 
that a full retribution does not take place here in time^ 
The verj idea of accountability supposes a time of ren- 
dering an account ; and as men are accountable for the 
actions performed the last moment of their lives, it is 
manifest that the time of rendering the account must be 
after the close of this mortal life. Thia idea is confirmed 
hj those passages which speak of a day (f judgmeiU$ 
which will be considered in our next. From what has 
been offered already, I trust it is apparent^ that, as a 
full retribution does not take place in this world, we 
may reasonably look for it beyond the grave. Since 
some men are punished for a long series of years for one 
crime, and others are taken from this state in an instant, 
in the very perpetration of a crime equally atrocious, it 
is clear that they must be punished after death, if they, 
are punished at all. Neither are such persons in a right 
frame of mind to enjoy happiness. You cannot say with 
consistency, that they are qualified for heaven instantly 
at or in death, for, 

2. It is an acknowledged principle with you^ that 
rdigion is progressive in its nature and operations. 
We have just been laboring to show that faith and re- 
pentance are of a gradual character, or that a period of 
time is requisite for their proper exercise. But we might 
have saved ourselves this labor ; for it is a principle for 
which you strongly contend. We have already seen,''^ 
that you maintain that men are saved by knowledge 
which is gradually/ acquired* No one is more opposed 
to instantaneous eonversionSf than yourself. Tou con- 
stantly I'epresent the work of the kingdom as a gradual, 

• Letter III. 

1 1* 
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progrestive work. Now will jou aeserty in opposition to 
your own sentiment, that those who die in gross wicked- 
ness, will be changed in a moment? If God lea«ls sinners 
to repentance in this world, only by a gradual, painful 
process, can we suppose that the moral principles of the 
divine government will be so far changed at death, as 
to introdace a murderer instantly into heaven ? Will 
Ood alter fundamentally the principles of his govern- 
ment, only to let the most hardened sinners escape the 
punishment which they so justly deserve ? Can ve 
admit such an essential chadge in the divine Beingi 
when the scriptures assure us, that he is immutable— 
withotU the least varic^leness, or Aadow of turning f 
*^Tou admit that all moral changes in this world. are of 
a gradual nature. This principle being laid down, will 
apply in all cases, unless the contrary be clearly proved. 
When any general rule is acceded to by both parties, 
we have a right to apply.it in every case, unless the ex- 
ception can be clearly made out. And the party which 
shall assert that there is an exception to this rule, is 
' bound by all rules of fair debate to make good his asser- 
tion# The labor of /)roof lies entirely with him who 
asserts an exception in general rules. This principle, 
which I think will be admitted by every sound man, will 
apply to the case now before us. You assert that all 
moral changes are gradual^ and to this I accede. Now 
I have a right to apply this principle in every case ; and 
if you object to its universal application, it is your busi- 
ness to prove that there is an exception to this rule, and 
not mine to prove that there is not Now a person is 
taken from this world in a gross act of iniquity, and as 
repentance is necessary to his admittance into heaven* 
and as repentance is a gradual work, it is manifest that 
such a person cannot be immediately happy. But if 
you, to avoid this conclusion, assert that he was changed 
instantly at death* it belongs to you to prove this asser* 
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tioii. But if you^decline this* you decline supporting 
your system by honorable means. 1 have been thus 
particular in stating this principle, because I conceive 
that it has frequently been overlooked. It is useless to 
argue, unless we have distinct views of the ground on 
which our arguments rest. 

Our knowledge of a future state is derived from the 
scriptures. But although reason alone could never have 
taught a future state of being, yet a future state being 
revealed in the scriptures, reason comes in» and enables 
ua to form consistent notions relative to the nature of 
that state. Now we have no argument from reason w^ich 
casts so much light upon a future state, as that drawn 
from analogy. We know with a good degree of certainty 
that pious and virtuous affections will produce happiness 
in a future state, because this is analogous to what we 
experience in this world. You very frequently advert 
to analogy to disprove endless misery. You say, it is 
evident that God will be good to all his creatures in a 
future state, because he is good to them here. 

Now let us introduce analogy in the case before us. 
Tou maintain that conversions in this state are of a grad- 
ual, progressive nature. This being true in this world, 
analogy teaches us that the same will hold good in a 
future atate. Analogy in this case has more than ordi- 
nary strength ; for the principle for which we contend, 
is analogous, not only tn relation to the divine govern- 
ment, but also in relation io the faculties of the human 
mind, to what is experienced here. Unless the divine 
Being alters fundamentally the "moral principles of his 
government, |Lnd men are converted into infinite beings 
by changing worlds, it follows that repentance will be a 
gradual work after death, as much as it is before ; and 
that it will be attended with sorrow or pain there, as well 
as here. But perhaps you will be ready to say that this 
analogy will not hold good in all cases ; for the scrip- 
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tures piainly teach tome doctrines relative to a ftitiire 
state, which are not analogous tp what takes place here. 
This is readily admitted. Bat let it be shown that the 
case before us is of that description. VTe ask for one 
solitary text, which plainly says, that God, in a future 
stale, alters the principles of his moral govemmetit, so 
as to take a murderer, whose heart is full of matice, and 
whose hands are reeking with blood, instantly to heaven^ 
when similar characters, in this world, would have been 
punished for months and years. We are disposed to 
grant that there are sodse things pertaining to a future 
state, which are quite different from any thing we see in 
this world ; but still we insist that the moral principles 
<»f the divine government are always the same. And if 
you deviate from these general principles, and alter 
fundamentally the government of God, you ought to be 
able to produce a thus saith the Lordt to prove your 
position. 

S. It i$ an acknowledged principle ivith us hoth^ that 
all punishment is salutary. But, sir, we frequently see 
men subjected to punishment in consequence of thdr 
sins, and this punishment continues to the day of their 
death, without producing any beneficial effect Not- 
withstanding all the punishment which attends them 
here, they live in sin, increase in wickedness^ and die at 
last in open rebellion. We know that this punishment 
was not salutary, that it did hot reform the sinners in 
this state; for they died an the perpetration of some 
sinful act. Now if thia punishment does not extend into 
a future state, it is evident that it doeanot reforni them. 
The punishment then, was not salutary, and of course 
not merciful. Perhaps you will say that these men were 
reformed by death* But this is only begging the ques- 
tion ; and if we should grant it, you would gain nothing 
thereby. For we have already seen that you do not 
admit temporal death to be a punishment for sin. 
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Now with what propriety can yoa maintaio that all 
panishment is designed to rerorm the offender, and that 
it is certain of its object ? In the case before us, we have 
Been that a person was punished for years, and during 
that time only grew hardened in sin, and was finally 
reformed by some other means. He could not, on your 
system, be reformed by punishment. Suppose a person 
shosld be sentenced to the State Prison a certain num- 
ber of years for the crime of theft ; ani that immedi- 
ately after his time had expired, and he was released^ 
be should wilfully commit the crime of murder. Would 
anj person pretend to say that this confinemont proved 
salutary to him ? No man of sober sense would advance 
such an idea. Neither can it be said with any propriety, 
that the punishment which God inflicts upon men in this 
world, effects their reformation, when the punished close 
their lives with deeds of iniquity. Thus, sir, you must 
give up your favorite theory, relative to immediate hap- 
piness, or else confess that punishment is not salutary, 
bat vindictive. And if you admit that punishment is 
not salutary, you must renounce the doctrine of the 
"Restitution of all things.'' But only admit that pun- 
ishment is extended beyond death, and the whole diffi- 
culty is solved. Though pun^hment is salutary, our 
daily experience teaches us, that for a season it may be 
productive of the opposite effect A little punishment 
will frequently enrage a per«on,.when a continuation of 
the same punishment will humble and subdue him* So 
on our scheme we can wich propriety admit, that all the 
punishment men experience in this world, does in some 
cases fail of its object; but by continuing this punish- 
ment into a future state, till it produces reformation, we 
can consistently maintain that all punishments are salu- 
tary. 

From the considerations adduced in this Letter, it 
appears that punishment must be extended into a future 
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fltate. We have shown that as indiiriclttal cooft^oiuHiess 
is inseparable from a future state of eiisteoce, and that 
this coBsciousness must of necessity^ make those uahap*- 
py after death, who leave this world in the Terj perpe-* 
trfttioQ of crime. We have further seen that alutU aiiA 
ctqiiitaUe retribution does not take place Ui this w^rM, 
and coDsequentlj it must in a fi»tiiffe>^lhat those »ba 
afe taken away in the connrissionr ef crime eanaot enter 
into immediate happiness, for repeatance is aecessary t^ 
salvation, and that is a prof^essive werk» and is^ always 
' attended with sensations of remorse ^^^^iMl thai paaisli- 
ment must, in certain casesi, be eaitended into a future 
etate, otherwise we must give up the idea tbsit.puniA* 
ment is sslntary. Now these considerations^ wete them 
nettling else in the scriptures, would natursUy lead ^m 
minds to the thought of a future retribution. WKw 4«k 
sacred writers had told us that men should be pmiifhed 
accerdtpg to their deeds, or till they became peoiteH^ 
they had plainly involved a future discipline* They 
knew the> scenes we had witnessed; they kuew that we 
bad seen many depart this life in gross wickedness^ and 
they inform us that such persons shall be punished* ttH 
they reform. There was no great nece^ity of their si^*' 
tng that such characters would be punished after death; 
tfiey knew that this would follow from the nature of the 
ca8e« They were very careful to lay down the pireniiseiik 
1>etii|^ Sfi would seem, sensible that we oouM net m^tnke 
the concfosioQ. 

In my nei:t I shall call your attentim to bKm^ direct 
proef of a future retrttiutioa. 

Yours, fcc. 
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4 Fidurt Jfas^gmint. 

HW. xm Diukft BUtytntJi, 

Having' stated several comiderattiws Which necesftarily 
iiftfkly t ftttare retribtttion, I witl bow, as wa» proposed, 
call yoar attenttion to more direct proof on this subject* 
Tlve .poitat which now claitns our attention, is that of a 
'/ulfire judgfttmt. But before adducing any scripturcis 
ita pf'OOf of this, four things will be premised. 

1. Though the scriptures teach a future state of exis- 
tente, yet the passages applying to that subject, or even 
4d a'ftitdre state in any form, are ihuch fewer in number 
than -most people are apt to imagine. 1 speak of those 
paiaiages' which apply directly and necessarily toa future 
state. When I say that the passages of this description 
ta» Hot so numerbus as is frequently thought, I advance 
a sentiment in Which you will readily acquiesce. Now 
ad tfi€ texts which apply to a fdturfe state are not very 
nilkiiiaroits, it cannot be expected that we shall be able 
t)cr'prbdnce a large cataloguie of passages in proof of a 
firture Jtrdgment, or ev6n of a future retribution. But a 
host i>f texts are not 'wanted. To use the language of 
the Bible itSc!lf;^y the mouth of two or ttre« witnesses, 
cvWy word shall! be estabtished." Now if it can be 
pHiTted by two or three passages that there will be a 
futdfrte Jiidgment, thU i^ill be amply sufficient. And that 
pef^on Who willnot yteld to subh evidence, would not 
be toilvinci^d'by a larger number of texts, 

9L Jl' fuinre judgmiiM neces$drily 9uppose$ afutw^e 
fuHf^iMnt The very idea of a judgment or trial sup- 
poses tha^ soiin^ to^^j ^ subjected to suSoriiig. 0f this, 
jou and those of your sentiment appear to be sensible ; 
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for you deny a future, general judgment. But this point 
is clearly decided by the scriptures. St Peter says, that 
God reserves the unjust unto the day of judgment to be 
punished,^ This passage plainly asserts that the unjust 
will be punished at the day of judgment Thej are re- 
served to the judgment, for the express purpose of being 
punished, St Paul speaks of the righteous jW^nt^iK of 
God, who will render indignation and wraths tribulatioH 
and anguish^ to every man that doeth evil, in the day^ 
when God shall juiig^e the secrets of men by Jesus Christt 
This passage also makes it evident that when the judg- 
ment takes place, some will be subjected to sufiering. 
Every passage therefore, which speaks of a future judg- 
ment, teaches a future punishment, even though punish- 
ment is not expressed in the passage. The idea of pun- 
ishment is included in that of judgment; and whenever 
a judgment is mentioned, a punishment is implied. If a 
future judgment, therefore, can be established, a future 
punishment will follow as a matter of course. 

3. Not only every passage which speaks- of a judgment 
in a future state, but every passage which designates 
any particular period of judgment in this state, is an 
argument in favor of a future retribution. Your system 
does not admit of any special judgment; that is, of any 
judgment which takes place at any specified time. Ac- 
cording to your views, men are punished at one period 
as much as at another. There is no perio4 or time, when 
they are punished by God beyond their deserts. Even 
at the destruction of Jerusalem, to which period you 
apply almost every threatening in the New-Testament, 
men, you contend, received no more than they justly mer- 
ited ; and on your system, this is exactly what they have 
received in all ages of the world. No one period, there- 
fore, can be called a day of judgment any more than 

• 2 Peter ii. 9. t Rom. ii. 6—16. 
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another. Now any passage which treats of a day of 
judgmentt though it should appear that the passage ap- 
pliea to the present world, is in reality a confutation of 
your system ; as it supposes that the judgment does not 
take place at all times» at one period as much z$ at an 
other. 

4* In order to understand any writer, it is necessary 
to take into view the opinions of those to Whom he ad<^ 
dresses himself. This is a principle of interppetation to 
which no reasonable man can object. Now let us apply 
this whdesome rule to the case before us* What then 
vras the opinion of those to whom the gospel was address- 
ed ? They believed in a future stc^te of rewards and 
pumshmenU. Not only the lews, but the heathen, be- 
lieved in a future judgment and punishment. For the 
truth of this, there is the best authority.* Mr. BUlfour, 
a late writer on your Aie of the question, has deariy 
proved on the authority of Dr. Whitby, Dr. Campbell, 
Le eierc, and others, that the Jews atid M the heathen 
nations heflieved in aiTtate of BeWards and punishments 
after death. When we speak Of 4ie Jews as 'believing 
in a future punishment, it wHI of course be understood 
tfiat we except the ^mall aect isf the Sadducees, which 
did not believe in a future state at all. Such then was 
Ae opinion.of those to whom our Savior and his apostles 
addressed themselves ; they aH believed in a future 
judgment and punishment I do not mention this as 
affording direct evidence Of a future judgment ; but I do 
contetfd that it is necessary to consider this civcumstance, 
in order to a right understanding of those passages which 
speak of a day of judgmetft. Every person of any dis- 
cernment must know that the same terms and phrases 
will be understood differently by dtSbrent persons, and 

*See Tappan^sLeoiauMon the Jewiab Antiqpi|ief, Jot^phus* 
Works, Broker^B JHiitoria Critioa Pbilosophica, PncUaii&^s Con- 
neotionB, lee. 

12 
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that their different customs and opinions contribute to 
this in a very great degree. Tell a person in the State 
of New-¥ork that jou will give him a shilling for a cer- 
tain article, and he will understand jou mean bj the 
term shilling, 12j^ cents ; but if you tell a person in 
New-England that jou will give him a shillings he will 
understand you to mean 16f cents. Now this difierence 
in understanding the same term, arises solely from cus- 
tom ; they being in a habit of reckoning 8, and we but 6 
shillings to the dollar. We should both on hearing the 
word shilling, conclude that the person used the word 
in its common acceptation with us, and so should ander- 
stand it differently. 

. And it is precisely so with regard to matters of opin- 
ion. For instance, the phrase, great 6od^ would con* 
vey very different ideas to different persons. All 
persons who have enjoyed the light of revelation, would 
understand the phrase to denote the self -existent Jeho- 
vah. But the heathen who believed that Jupi^r, the 
son of Saturn, was the greatest of all the gods, would 
understand the phrase, great God, to denote Jupiter. It 
is manifert therefore, that every person, when he hears 
any language made use qjfj will interpret it according to 
his own opinion, or in other words, will understand it in 
its common acceptation, unless he is expressly told that 
the terms are to be understood in another sense. Now 
any Christian who should gp among the heathen, and 
speak in praise of the great god, with a knowledge that 
they would, of course, understand him to allude to Jupi- 
ter, would be accused of dishonesty. And he could not 
vindicate himself against this . charge, without saying 
that he meant to confirm them in their opinions, being 
persuaded of their truth. Every person who means to 
be understood, will vary his language according to the 
opinions of those to whom he speaks. 
Now let it be distinctly remembered that those to 
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whom Christ and his apostles addressed themselves, 
were believers in a future judgment. ''Now if this doc- 
trine be false," says a judicious writer,* <'we should nat- 
urally expect that Christ would have offered something 
directly against it| or if he had not thought proper to 
have done this, he would have avoided the use of expres- 
sions, which are calculated by their natural import to 
gtipport the doctrine. We think il will not be denied, 
that a number of passages, with comparatively 'few 
exceptions, have been understood by the Christian world 
to refer to, and clearly support the belief of such a peri- 
od. For instance, let us take the expression of our 
Lord. For every idle word that men shall speak, they 
shall give an account thereof in the day of judgment. 
These words are spoken without comment to a people 
who already believed in a future judgment and retribu- 
tion, and were written as a standing testimony of our 
Savior for the benefit of their posterity, who would 
naturally interpret them according to these circumstan- 
ces. It is a well known fact, that every man who means 
to be understood, calculates to adapt his language to the 
situation of his hearers in such a manner, as to accom- 
modate himself to their customs and usages. People 
seldom think, when a man uses their language, that he 
means something very different, unless particularly in- 
structed that such is his meaning, or his known senti- 
ments and mode of speaking suggest the idea. But we 
know not that Jesus ever offered any plainer language 
on this subject, than has reached our times. To bring 
this matter to ourselves, we think the public will bear us 
testimony, that our brethren who oppose our views on 

* Rev. Samuel C.LoTeland^ of Reading, Vt. I will embrace 
this opportunity to recommend to the attention of the pablio, 
five ^Dissertations on future punishmeny* written by our author, 
wd published in Vol. IV. of the Christian Repository, of which 
he was then the Editor, as an able defence of our ^iMrs on this 
Bvbject. I shall avail myself of several quotations from them on 
the tubject of the judgmeni. 
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thU Mbject, very seldom or never find occauoii ta their 
writiog or sermess, to meatioa audi passi^gea of scrip- 
ture withovt a labored comment, to ihow that they do 
iiot favor either future punishment, or the common doe- 
trine of endless misery. And why is this ? No doubts 
because they suppose the public prejudices are such, 
that those texts cannot safely be adverted to without 
being misunderstood. Well, if the public are liable to 
be led astray by the natural import of such passages 
now. were they in a better situation in the days of 
Christ?^'* 

Since Christ and his apostles » when speaking to those 
who believed in a future judgment and punishment, 
used language which naturally teaches such a doctrine, 
it is manifest thiit they meant to inculcate that doctrine. 
Hiey Qould not with any propriety, nay. they could not 
with common honesty, use such language to persons m 
that situation, unless they intended to countenance a 
future retribution. And the use you make of such pas- 
ssges is evidence of this. The prevalence of the doc- 
trine of a future jtt<%ment and piuiishment in the apos- 
tolic sge. wilt account for the manner m which the 
S9.cred writers have treated it. They do not introduce 
it very frequently, and when they do. they do not labor 
the point so folly as they do some others. This circum- 
stanc^y hpwevfir. instead of weakening the evidence. 
tQuds to^ strengthen it. It shows that this opinion was 
not disputed, and that the little they said would be 
readily understood ; and this was confirming the doc- 
trine in the strongest manner possible. St Paul, when 
writing to his pwn countrymen, speaks of a future judge- 
ment as a truth admitted by alL He refers to it as to an 
aeknerw^edged fact, and makes use of it to illustrate the 
death 4ud resurrection of Christ. <<As it is appointed 
unto men once to die. and after this the judgment, so 

* €>bT]stttn Repontoiy, Vol. IV. pp. 11, 12. 
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Christ once offered up himself.'^* This passage not 
ouJj contains direct proof of a future judgment, but it 
goes also to show that a future judgment ^as believed 
bj the Hebrews. St Paul assumed it as an admitted 
principle, as a truth of the gre^st notoriety, which he 
never would have done, if this opinion had not been pre- 
valent. When the same apostle assumes the univena^ 
% of the atonement,t and argues from it as a truth: of 
ootoriety, the passage^ as you will admit, contains the 
greatest proof possible, that Christ died for all. It not 
only shows that this was the apostle's opinion, but it 
shows at the same time, that those to whom he wrote 
acknowledged the same truth. And so of the passage 
in Hebrews* The apostle in that passage not only 
teaches his belief in a judgment after death, but he 
teaches us at the same time/ that this was a sentiment 
which none who believed in a future state, presumed to 
call in question. 

Having hinted that but few passsges comparatively 
apply, to a future state at all, and consequently that the 
passages which treat of a future judgment, cannot be 
very numerous j-'-'that the very idea of judgment in- 
cludes punishment ;— -that all passages which designate 
any fatiicular period as the time of judgment, neces- 
Muily involve a future retribution ;— and that those to 
whom the gospel was first preached, were believers in a 
Aiture state of rewards and punishment, and conse- 
quently that the New Testament writers could not with 
safety or even vrith honesty use such language as they 
did, unless they intended to teach a future judgment*- 
we will BOW call yottr attention to some of those scrip- 
tures which appear to inculcate the doctrine in question. 

The first text I shall introduce to prove a future 
judgment is Acts xxiv. d5 ; ''And as Paul reasoned of 

* Reb. ix. 27, 20. t S Cor. v. 14, 15. 

1£* 
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righteMiMM, tet8pertiic«» ftAd a juigment to 0Me» 

FelU trMAbM.^'-^W# kaive alraady sma thai a Mtef 

4a a fatare judgaaNrt pvafvaited genanklly iik the da]» oC 

Chriat aa4 hia apoatlaa* Fel&s probalily baUaved ta that 

amihlieat. tiiOMgh. Hki^iwMi mcfn ia yiiime» he thought 

b^tlUtkii|M«i religidaa aufafecta. Or at leaat, he matt 

hm^ haard of the doctftiia^ and an haaria|( Paul: trasi 

«paO; that aubjaat* tka priiioifil^ af faar waa excited. 

V|ioa diis pasaaga Mh Loirelaad retaarka,* ^The apot* 

tla^areaaoBiBg^upon righteoaaaeis aad temperaiice, ia 

coDvexioB with a jvdgmanl to coma^ set home to 

Felix's miml a stroag doMietiaB far Ma ioiqiiitjp» and 

pawefffeUjt portrayed ta hia Yiawv ibe whippy and hst- 

iog cottieqaaBaea of a wiekad liCsw. fe it nat reaaaaable 

laeaw^lada that the aame of Felax'sttraabMog waahis 

keavii^ the doatriBa af rif^rttaon aa a ac and tenapetanee 

otehrLy aifiiiiBed» and tie pmctioe more pawerfnllyeth 

forced ; and in addition to this, a future judgmefit tai 

aeaaeqiMB^ puBtahmeat &f witkedtiesas aiora: certain 

aad aaera terrible tham he; waft atcvatoaied te heair?' Oaa 

it be ratiooaUy sftcauated for ea uty- other eoaaidara* 

tion P On thesotker haB4 had St. Palil reaaened on thaw 

attt^e^taaamany ef our pteaohara nev de»wt(MiU FelisM 

any ether man like him» be likely ta tre«ibla ^ Had< Falii 

totally dtabelianed the doctrine of f«ta#e puoisbaaenMi^ 

St Paul haid reAsoaed agaiaat it^ whai could havQ mads 

hioi tremble ^ Had Felia beliei^ th« dootrine af fotata 

punishment* and Paul haA reaaoned aootrajry to btf 

Tiew8» hieatientilDB would, hare' heeii oiUed tolaaarpoa* 

ishment thaa be believed, of oewae no oni» eaald> sap* 

pose^ thftt . i)i that aasei« he would have trembladt^ Haoci 

it is^ pereeived^. that, the test oamiiat bitk faai^avstraaf 

bearing^ in. faver of &itai»pttniibiaeat firem tlui ooyasiil- 

eration^" 

Your remark upon the passage, is, that it gives no 

* Christian Repository, Vol. IV* p^ 132. 
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i»f tiMKtfm tliMi ihe judgment in in a future ttaU.* It 
ifl tnie» the passage itself does not eipresaljr mentioa a 
fttture state, aeither dees it mentioa the present state } 
it is e^ally silent upoQ batku But tbe expressioib 
Juigm$nt to eomet or future judgment^ seems to earrj 
the mind into a future state, much more naturally thaa 
to confine it t<^ this* And we haye seen that a rational 
aoeoiittt can be given of Felix's trembling, by applying 
the passage to a future state ; but. if the passage be 
applied to thia world, we can give no probable cause of his 
trembling. Neither can you, on your system, make any 
tolerable sense of the passage. Paul spoke of a judgment 
to come. But on your exposition, the phrase, ta eome, is 
totally senseless. Why did the apostle use the expres<- 
sion, io eem^ unless the event was future? But on 
your scheme, the judgment is as muoh past as future. 
Men, after St. Paul made tlus declaration, received only 
their just desert, and this, according to your viewa^ is 
what they have always experienced. Paul, therefore, 
had he believed with you, migirt have reasoned of a past 
or present judgment, with as much propriety as of a ' 
future one. Suppose then* Paul had reasoned of a pre- 
sent, judgment, instead of Felix's trembling, he would 
probdi>ly have regarded it as an insult, and told the 
apeaile that he knew his own feeltogs* as well as any 
other person knew them. To pretend, as you probably 
will, that this judgment waathen futui^i but still in the 
present werid, ia in fact renooooing youc ayatem^ Far 
if Felix stood exposed tor seme signal judgment, for the 
Crimea ef w4iich he had beeft guilty, then he was not 
BuffieiettUy punished for hie aioa aa he passed along; 
and thia being the case^ it aigues the need of a future 
judgaient. 

Another passage in point is Acta xviiw SO. SL «<And 
the times of thia igmmice,. God wnaked «<wbut ww 

•&ep^t(»HfiiifStt,p*lfi» 



Digitized by LjOOQIC 



13d LETTER V. 

commandeth all men every where to repent ; because he 
hath appointed a day, in the which he will jadge the 
world in righteousness, by that man whom he hath 
ordained, whereof he hath given assurance unto all, in 
that he hath raised him from the dead/' On this passage 
I shall adopt the remarks of mj worthy friend.* 

1* '^If the punishment of sin is always immediately 
and inseparably connected with the act, we know not 
how God winked at the '^times of ignorance," any more 
than under the dispensation in which the light of the 
gospel shone. 

52. God's appointing a day to judge the world, denotes 
some particular period. Did it denote any day what- 
ever, it could not be an appointed day. 

3. It being an appointed day to judge the world, the 
judgment must of course naturally follow the works 
of the world, for which it is to be judged. 

4. Grod's calling all mea every where to repent, is 
enforced from the consideration that all men aro to be 
judged in the day which God has appointed. 

5. If the day which Grod has appointed, denotes some 
specified period, and not any time whatever, and was in 
the apostolic age, then the text does not call upon those 
of after ages to repent; from the consideration that there 
will be a judgment; because the judgment is already 
past. 

6. But if the judgment is some particular period, and 
all the world are to be judged, it will follow that that 
day of judgment is in future life." 

To avoid the force of this passage, you labor to show 
that the vforAtjudge^ signifies to rule. But if this should 
be granted, it would be nothing to your purp0se. For 
the very idea of ruling, supposes a law, and a law sop- 
poses a penalty, which will be inflicted in case of 
transgression. So that your assertion, there is nothing 

• See ChriftianRepositofy, VoL IV. p. 133. 
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$aid of condemning any,* is entirely futile. But let a* 
look for a moment to the consistency of your exposition. 
You apply the piissage to what you call the ^^otpel dan in 
this state, and explain it to mean that ClMist will rale 
the world by his gospel. But you say, there U nothing 
said of condemning any, that is, no one will be punished 
in this world ! Thus would you argue all punishment, 
both present and future, out of existence. So that if 
your remarks have any weight in this case, they oppose 
your Yiews as much as they do mine. 

Hebrews ix. 27, 28, next claims our attention. *'And 
as it is appointed unto men once to die, but after this 
the judgment ', so Christ was once offered to bear the 
sins of many ; and unto them that look for him, shall 
he appear the second time, without sin unto salvation." 
This passage asserts in the plainest manner that the 
judgment is after death. And the apostle's mentioning 
this as a truth of notoriety, shows that it was then an 
acknowledged doctrine. The view I have given of the 
text is natural and easy ; it is the most obvious sense 
of the passage* The scriptures being given for the ben- 
efit of mankind at large, the majority of whom are far- 
from being critics, that interpretation which most natu- 
rally presents itself to the unbiassed mind, is generally 
preferable to that interpretation which is forced upon a 
passage to make it harmonize with a preconceived opin* 
ion. The exposition you give of the passage is so far- 
fetched and unnatural, that I presume that not one in a 
hundred would ever have hit upon it ; and it would be 
casting a reproach upon the Deity, to say that he has 
given us a revelation which would mislead ninety-nine 
hundredths of his children. Tour interpretation of the 
passage is this ;— As the high priest under the law died 
in hut^crifice ; so Christ once died. That the reader 
may see how far your exposition differs from the text, I 

• Replj to Merritt, p, 16. 
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will subjoin the passage, and place jour exposition di- 
rectly under it in italics. 
<*And as it Is appointed unto men 
JindoiU ii appointed unto meii, who are highpriestif 
^once to die ; 

to diefiguraJtively m their <acr(/Sce# ; 
*^bnt after this the judgment ; so Christ was once, &c. 
hui after thit, justijkation ; to Oiritt wu once, Sfc, 

By the above it will be seen that you both add to, and 
take from the passage. You leave out the emphatic word, 
once, and add the clauses, who are high priests, and fig- 
uratively in their sacrifices. You also substitute the 
yirord justification, for that of judgment. But is not this 
taking undue latitude in explaining the word of God ? 
Grant me such latitude, and I can make the scriptures 
teach whatever I please. 

But you attempt to justify your exposition by the con- 
nexion. You say, '^Writing to the Hebrews, the apostle 
very prudently endeavored to lead their minds into the 
true knowledge of Christ by using the rites of the law 
dispensation, to which they were religiously attached, to 
represent Jesus and his ministry of reconciliation.''* 
^his statement, though true in the main, is not full j cor- 
rect ; or, does not embrace the whole truth. The apos- 
tle alluded to the law dispensation, but this is not all ; he 
frequently called their attention to events which made 
no part of that dispensation. It was the design of the 
apostle to recommend the gospel to his brethren, by 
showing them that it was quite similar to something 
which they already believed. That the apostle did not 
confine himself to the ''rites of the law dispensation," 
appears by his referring to Abel, Enoch, Noah, Abraham, 
Isaac, Jacob, Melchisedec, &c.t persons who existed long 
before the giving of the law. The apostle not only com- 
pares Christ and his gospel with persons and events 
prior to the giving of the law, but in this very epistle, he 

* Sermon on Heb. ix. 27, 28. t Chaps, v. vi. xi. 
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compares our Savior with mankind, that is, with men in 
all ages. His words are— '*For we have not an high priest 
which cannot be touched with the feelings of our infirm* 
ities ; but was in all points tempted like as we are, yet 
without sin.''* Here Paul found that the "rites of the 
law dispensation failed him, and to represent the char- 
acter of our great High Priest perfectly, he had recourse 
to natural things ; he compares him with the children of 
men generally. Again, he compares Jesus with man- 
kind. ''Forasmuch then as the children are partakers of 
flesh and blood, he also himself likewise took part of 
the same ; that through death, he might destroy him 
that had the power of death, that is, the deviL^f Here 
again, Paul referred to mankind to set forth the Savior'^ 
character in its proper light But why did Paul leave 
the Mosaic dispensation ? For this good reason ; h« 
found nothing in the rites of that dispensation which 
would answer his purpose on this point. And knowing 
that an undoubted fact drawn from any source, would 
answer his purpose equally as well, he referred to the 
constitutional infirmities of men, to show that our Lord 
was subject by nature to the same infirmity. And here 
the figure was complete. As men partake of flesh and 
blood, so Christ partook of the same. Thus it will be 
seen, that instead of confining himself to the "rites of the* 
law dispensation," the aposile had recourse to any ac- 
knowledged fact, which would serve his purpose in set- 
ting forth our Savior's character and labors correctly. 
In the passages we have already cited, we have seen 
that he refers to mankind at large, to exhibit one trait in 
the Redeemer's character. And so in the passage in 
question. The death and appearing of. Christ, are rep^ 
resented by men's suffering literal death, and appearing 
again at the judgment. It is also worthy of remark, that 
the passages we have quoted teach us that Christ took 

• Heb. IT. 15. t Heb. ii. 14« 
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npon himself our mortal iiatere» that he migiU g^jj^ 
ieaik. He took flesh and blood, saya the passage, ^•that 
through dmih, he might destroy the devil.*' This p»- 
sage Tirtnally tells vs, that Christ took our moiial 
nature, that he might die like mortal creatures. Now 
as the apostle refers to mankind to represent Christ's 
taking hir mortal nature, we maj naturally suppose 
that he would refer to men to represent his laying it 
down. And this he has done in the passage belore as. 
As men die once» so Christ once died. 

But yon say, the apostle <*in the context draws a 
parallel betw^een the high priest under the la«r, and the 
great apostle and high priest of our Christian profes- 
sion."* This is readily admitted. But he finds his 
figure £m1 him. The high priest offered his sacr^ces 
yearly $ but Christ died but once; the high priest did 
not die literally, but Christ did. Here then was a great 
dissimilarity. The high priest as a figure failed him in 
two important particulars. This the apostle acknow-i 
ledges when he says, verses iSffth and 26th, «*Nor yet 
ftat he should offer himself often, as the high priest en-* 
tereth into the holy place every year by the Uoed of 
others ; for then must he often have suffered since the 
foundation of the world ; but now onee in the end of the 
world hath he appeared to put away sin by the sacrifice 
of himeelf.^ It will be seen by this quotation, that tiie 
apostle confesses that the parallel between Chiiat aad 
the high priest did not hold good in «H cases. It Ihiled 
him in two important particulars, viz. 1. The Jewish 
sacrifices were offered often, but the Christian but osice. 
£. The high priest offered the blood of others, butCShrist 
offered his own. The Jewish high priest and sacrifice 
falling him, the apostle 'has recourse to another figure 
which' would express the veiy thing he desired, vis. <thrt 
Christ died UieraUy, nnd died but once. And thia he 

m. • Sermon on Heb. ix. S7, 2$. 
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finds in the condition of mankind. As in a former case, 
he refers to mankind to represent Christ's taking im- 
mortality^ so here he refers to mankind to represent his 
laying k down. Accordingly in the verse next follow- 
ing those last quoted, he introduces the human kind as 
a figure to represent the process through which Christ 
had to pass. His words are—- ^'And as it is appointed 
unto men onee to di€, but after this the judgment ; so 
Christ was once offered to bear the sins of many ; and 
unto them that look for him shall he appear the second 
time without sin unto salvation." Here the parallel is 
drawn, not between. Christ and the high priest, but 
between Christ and mankind. As men die literally 
once, and after this appear at the judgment; so Christ 
died once literally, and after this,- will appear again. 
Unus, Sir, the context, instead of supporting your expo- 
sition, goes directly to support the one for which we 
contend. 

We will now attend to the language of ,the passage. 
'<And as it is appointed unto men once to die." The 
comparison expressed by the conjunction, as, relates to 
the namber of times. As men die once, so Christ died 
ofice. But on your exposition, the comparison is entirely 
lost, as we shall presently show. *<As it is appointed 
unto men once to die." The scriptures represent man's 
continuance on earth as fixed ; the time (^ his death as 
appointed. Job says, *^I8 there not an appointed time to 
man on the earth ?"* Again, he says, ''Thou hast ap- 
pointed his bounds which he cannot pas8.^t Well then 
might the apostle say, it is appointed unto men once to 
die. The passage says, "it is appointed; unto men to 
die." The word men is here used without any qualifi- 
cation or limitation, and consequently must apply to 
mankind at large. To limit this to a part of mankinds 

• Job ?ii. 1. t Job xiir. 5. 
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and especially to the Jewish high priests alone, is to 
violate all just roUs of intcrprctatioJi. Who ever thongHt 
that the term, men, in acripture, meant the Jewish high 
priests? Tour exposition riolates the language of the 
^ssage. Soppose we should take this liberty with the 
scripture, and whereyer the word men occurs should add, 
**who are high priests." Take Paul's language to Tim- 
othy for instance. **God is the Savior of all men ;" and 
then add by way of explanation^ '"men^ who are high 
friuU;'*^ and it would express a sentiment which you 
would be the last to admit But still we have as much 
authority to make this addition here« as you have to make 
it in the passage in .Hebrews. Besides, if we should 
admit this c unauthorized and arbitrary addition, it would 
introduce absurdity into the passage. "As it is appoint- 
ed :unt9 high priests once to die, so Christ once died." 
Now the death of Christ wa? literal ; he died a temporal 
death. But did the high priest die literally in your sense 
.of the text ? No*-«»yott yourself do not pretend this. The 
high (driest in your sense of the text did not die at all. 
The apostle sftya, he entered into. the holy place .4>y the 
hlooi of others. -^Now what parallel is there ^tween the 
high priest who did not dieataiUand Christ who did 
die ? As to your explanation^ to die intheirjeacv^ices, it 
is entirely arbitrary. To die iii a sacrifice wofuddbe a 
strained figure ^ indeed. , » Whorever . thought of ^ saying 
•that a butcher vm» dead,- simply because he had i killed 
-an animal ! But this would, be no'more;unnatural than 
your exfiVanation. And further ; if we admit tihia strain- 
^ed interpretation of the term die^^ the difficulty would 
not be surmounted. The high priest died every year; 
he died , often, as. the apostle expresses it ; and (^onse- 
^quentlj there could bp nb propriety in saying thatit was 
r appointed: to him once to die. Upon the. whole, your 
interpretation destroys the whole force and harmony of 
the passage. If would come precisely to this ;— .Ss it i$ 
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appointed to high priests to offer sacrifiees often, so' Christ 
died once! Now what resemblance is there between the 
high priests offering a sacrifice and Jesus Ghrist's.sufferf 
ing tmnporal death ; or befWeen the high priests offering 
sacrifices o/tan, and Christ's dying oticei We cannot 
ascribe a comparison like this to an inspired apo^jtU* 

We will now attend to your explanation of the word 
judgment. You think you "have proved beyond contra- 
diction,'' that the vf ord, judgment, means in this passage, 
holiness, light, and perfection, or in one word, justiJUa^ 
tion. But to roe this is far from being evident. For 
the quotation you have niiade from Bxodus fails of its 
object. There is no evidence that the word, jui^tnenl, 
there mean justification. And if that should be granted^ 
that passage has nothing to do in explaining the word 
judgment in Hebrews. The word judgment in the scrrpr 
tures is almost invariably used to signify condemnation^ 
trial, or punishnent. This is particularly true of the 
New Testament. Now- we ought by all fair rules of 
interpretation to explain the word judgment in the pas- 
sage before us, in its general acceptation, especially as 
the passage and sutrjectboth require it. Let St Paul be 
his own expositor, and the subject will be perfectly clear. 
St. Paul uses the word judgment very frequently, but I 
think not to %ign\(j justijlcation. T^ereis one passage, 
and one too which you. quote as applying to this same 
subject, which we will notice. Paul says, *<as by the 
offence of one, jW^ment came upon all men to condemna- 
tiony* But how would it answer here to shy^ justifica- 
tion came upon all mea to condemnation ! If we should 
substitute the word justification for judgment m the 
New Testament, it would make singular sense of nearly 
all the passages where the term occurs. St. Peter for 
instance, speaks of those who are ''reserved to the d«y of 
judgment to be punished." But how would it answer 

* Rom. V. 18. 



Digitized by LjOOQIC 



^^ LETTER V. 

to read it, reserved to the day of jwHJlcation to be pun^ 
ishedf Ererj person who reads the New Testament 
with any degree of attention, must be sensible that the 
word judgment almost invariably signifies condemnation 
or trial. But the course you pursue in relation to the 
signification of terms, is very singular. In the last gen- 
eral passage which we quoted, you explained the term 
judge to signify to rule ; but in this, you explain the 
word judgment to signify jugtifieatitnu But if all this 
liberty is allowable, we can make the sacred book mean 
what we please. 

The remarks we have made upon the word judgment, 
will apply to the original word from which judgment is 
rendered* The Greek word xgi6is^ here rendered judg- 
ment, is defined by Parkhurst to sini;n\fj, judgment, justicet 
judgment of condemnation^ condemnation, damnation^ the 
ground of condemnation or punishment* Here are sev- 
eral definitions, but there is not one which even approx- 
imates towards the sense of justification. Kgi6ie is ren- 
dered damnation in Matt xxiii. 33* ^'How can ye escape 
the damnation of helU* But how would it appear to 
render it, thejustijication of hell ? This would be calling 
darkness, light,^ in good earnest It is also rendered 
damnation in Mark iii. 29. "In danger of eternal dam- 
nation.^^ But surely the bold blasphemer would not fear 
eternal justification, ft is rendered condemnation in 
John V. S4. «Hath everlasting life, and shall not come 
into condemnation.^^ But I hardly think you will main- 
tain that a person can have everlasting life without com- 
ing into justification. We could multiply remarks of 
this nature, but it appears too much like trifling with the 
Subject; and had it not been for the forced construction 
you have given of the word judgment, we should not have 
troubled the reader with these remarks. Kgt6i^ or 
xgi^efos is the term rendered judgment in all those pas- 
sages which speak of the day of judgment, where you 
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yourself will acknowledge that a puoishmeDt is threat- 
ened. After the foregoing remark, what must we think 
of yoar assertion, that you have proved beyond contra- 
diction that the word judgment means jmtijlcation f I 
think it must be obvious to every reader that the word 
judgment in Hebrews iz. 9,7 f signifies a state of trial at 
which some will be condemned. The passage now in 
question clearly teaches a future judgment. It plainly 
declares that it is after death. This interpretation, as 
we have seen, is the* most obvious, and is supported both 
by the text and context, while your exposition has the 
support of neither. 

The words of our Savior in Matt xi. 23, 24, plainly 
teach the doctriiie for which we are pleading. <'And 
th^u, Capernaum, which art exalted unto heaven, shalt 
be brought down to hell ; for if the mighty works whicji 
have been done in thee, had been done in Sodom, it 
would have remained until this day. Bat I say unto 
you, it shall be more tolerable for the land of Sodom in 
the day of judgment, than for thee.'' — This passage 
clearly teaches us that Sodom and Capernaum are to be 
arrugned at a particular, period called the day qf judg^ 
ment. Our Savior speaks of this judgment as a' future 
event. He speaks of it as future in relation to Sodom 
as well as Capernaum. By Sodom our Savior must 
mean that ancient, corrupt city which was destroyed by 
fire from heaven; for her overthrow is mentioned in the 
passage. Now as the Sodomites were all destroyed so 
as to leave no descendants, it is manifest, that Jesus 
must have alluded to those very persons who perished 
with the city. And as Sodom was destroyed long before 
our ISavior-s day, and her judgment was then future, it 
is clear that it must be in a future state. And ks Ca- 
pernaum is to be judged at the same day of judgment, 
her judgment must be in a future Mate also. And as it 
is to be more toUraWe for one tKan' the other At tk)s day 
13 > 
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of jiKlgment, one at least must be subjected to a state of 
chastisement 

In the preceding verse, the Redeemer sajs, '-Woe 
unto thee, Chprazin ! woe onto thee, Bethsaida ! for if 
the mighty works which were done in jou, had been done 
in Tjrre and Sidon, thej would have repented long ago 
in sackcloth and ashes. But I saj unto jou, it shall be 
more tolerable for Tyre and Sidon, at the daj of judg- 
ment, than for jou.'' The remarks made upon the case 
of Sodom and Capernaum will apply here. The inhabi- 
tants of Tyre and Sidon, alluded to in this passage, 
were those who were impenitent long ago. But our 
Savior speaks of their judcrment in the future tense. 
The judgment of Chorazin and Bethsaida is represented 
as no more future than that of Tyre and Sidon. Thus 
does the divine Teacher plainly assert that Sodom, 
Tyre, and Sidon, Capernaum, Chorazin, and Bethsaida 
shall all be arraigned at a day of judgment ; and this 
judgment was future in his day, though this was hun- 
dreds of years after some of them had departed this life. 
Hence this judgment must be in a future life. 

But here I anticipate your objection. You maintain 
that this judgment was threatened upon the land or city, 
and not upon the inhabitants.* This interpretation you 
pattern pt to support by the language of the passage, **lt 
shall be more tolerable for the land of S6dom than for 
thee.'' . Upon this objection we will Qfflir the following 
remarks. In the 23d verse, where Chorazin and Beth- 
saida are compared with Tyre and Sidon, the word land 
does not occur. And in the paralfel passages, Mark vi. 
tl, and Luke z. 14, the word land is omitted. Now if 
the whole exposition of the passage depends upon the 
word, land, then Mark and^ Luke omitted an important 
part of Christ's declardtion. Nay, they omitted that 
pafft on which alone^ &e only consistent interpretatiou 

fRe{% to Daia«iM*U« Msfatiike, Vol. U. 
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rests. But it must be obvious that Matthew meant no 
more bj <^the land of Sodom," than the other evangelists 
did by "Sodom." 

That person must be very ignorant of language, who 
does not know that the word land, is very frequently 
used to mean the people who dwell in the land. This 
is a metonymy, that is, a figure of speech, where the thing 
containing is put for the things contained. And it is 
truly astonishing that a gentleman of your talents should 
rest an argument upon such a slender foundation. The 
practice you adopt upon other subjects plainly shows 
that you regard the interpretation of this passage as 
weak. You constantly quote passages like these— 
Christ came to save the worlds he is the Savior of the 
worlds God so loved the world, &c. But what should 
jou think of a person who attempted to avoid the just 
inference from these passages, by saying that the word 
world does not mean men, but simply the material sy$- 
ttaiP Again, "Look unto me, and be ye saved, all the 
ends of the earth?^ This passage you quote in favor of 
the ultimate happiness of all men. But if you believe 
that the term land, or earth, does not mean the people, 
but simply the ground or soil, you are surely guilty of 
perverting the divine record. You cannot be insensible 
that the term land, is frequently used to signify the 
people who dwell in the land. God by the prophet says 
to Israel, "All nations shall call you blessed ; for ye 
shall be a delightsome land.^^^ Here the word land is 
explained to mean the people. Can you seriously be- 
lieve that when Christ compared the city of Caperna- 
um, with that of Sodom, that he used the term city to 
signify not the people, but the land on which the city 
was built ? The same evangelist tells us that on a certain 
occasion, "The whole city came out to meet Jesus ; and 
when they saw him. they besought that he would, depart 
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out of their coastSi'^* Now according to your interpre* 
tation, we must suppose that the land, that is, tlie lateral 
tarth or soil^ went out to meet the Lord, and that t/tei/, 
that is, the earth, desired that he would depart out of 
their coasts ! But we should suppose that a person who 
should contend for such an interpretation, was desirous 
of turning the Bible into ridicule. Besides, in the ini- 
tnediate connexion of the passage which he compares So- 
dom and Capernaum, the evangelist has explained the 
term city to signify the people. Matthew introduces the 
comparison between those ancient cities which were de- 
stroyed for their wickedness, and those cities which 
abused the preaching of the gospel, by saying,t ''Then 
began he to upbraid the cities wherein most of his 
mighty works were done, because they repented not" 
Because who repented not ? Say, Sir, was it the inhab- 
itants? or the literal land? You must see that the 
evangelist was speaking of the people, and not of the 
literal land or soiL By the land of Sodom, therefore, 
the people of 8odom were intended. Moreover, what 
propriety would there be in comparing the inhabitants 
of one place, with the literal land or soil of another? It 
would be a gross absurdity, which we cannot ascribe to 
our divine Master. But after all, if the literal land \^ 
meant by Sodom^ you are hereby called upon to show 
that the land of Capernaum suffered a more complete 
destruction than the land of Sodom, which was destroyed 
by fire from heaven, continued burning for a long period, 
and has been desolate ever since-J 

Another method which has been adopted to evade the 
force of this passage, is to interpret the future tense to 
convey thepasMdea. On this system of interpretation 

• Maltt. viii. 34. t dhap, xi. 50. 

t See Christian Repository, Vo). IH. p. 8J, and V6L IV. p. 
137, where good justice is done to this subject, by Mr. LoTeJaoil) 
to whom 1 am indebted for some of the above hints. 
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the phrase, shall he, is made to signifjr, hath been.* But 
those who contend for this iriterpretatioii are not able to 
produce a single instance in which the sacred writers 
have ever used the future tense to express an event 
which had already been accomplished. Now is it allow- 
able to- construe scripture in such a manner, especially 
when we are not able to produce a single example from 
the sacred record ? If this right is assumed, instead of 
interpreting, we actually contradict the scriptures; it is 
trampling the sacred volume under our feet. In this 
manner every future event in divine revelation can be 
done away. We may therefore shut our Bibles; for on 
this principle of interpretation there is nothing contain- 
ed therein which reaches forward to our time ! 

But we are told that Jesus spoke of Sodom's destruc- 
tion in this passage as a past event — But what of that ? 
Does it follow that her judgment is past, because her 
overthrow has been accomplished ? We might as well 
pretend that a criminal has had his trial, because be has 
been taken by the officer. Because Sodom's overthrow 
is understood to be past, agreeable to the declaration of 
Christ, are we to conclude that another event, her 
judgment, must be past also, in direct opposition to the 
same divine Teacher? Because we believe Christ's 
declaration in one verse, must we, to be consistent, con- 
tradict a declaration of his, equally express, in the liextl 
This is what these gentlemen require of us. But who* 
ever will look at the language of the passage, will see 
that the judgment of Capernaum is represented to be 
future, no more than that of Sodom. They are both 
united together, and the same expression is applied to 
them both. The phrase, shall be^ is applied to them 
taken together, and of course must have the same signi- 

* See Philadelphia U. Magflzioe, edited by Rev. A. Kneeland. 
Ako Balfoor^s Reply to Sabine, pp. 63--66. For the character 
of Mr. Balfour's works, see P. S. to this Letter. 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



146 LETTER V. 

fication reUtive to both. To contend, as the advocates 
for this objection in realitj do, that the self same phrase, 
occurring but once, has two distinct and diametrically 
opposite significations at the same time, is violating 
everj principle of interpretation, and destroying the 
meaning of all language. 

The phrase, shall be^ has but one signification* and it 
must be either in the pasU present, •r future tense. Now 
if the event was past^ when our Savior uttered the words 
of the passage, then Capernaum, Chorazin, and Beth- 
saida were judged and condemned in the dajs of Sodom. 
The crime of which Capenaum and the other cities were 
guilty, was this ;— ^they abused the miracles and preach- 
ing of Christ. Now if their judgment was past, whea 
Jesus addressed them in the language of this passage^ 
then, they were judged and condemned for a crime long 
before it was committed, and before those who coaimitted 
it were born ! Thus does the exposition I am opposing, 
involve its advocates in the grossest absurdity. But let 
us see if we can make the passage consistent by under- 
standing it in the present tense. If the judgment was 
present, when the passage was spoken, then the judg* 
ment of Sodom was in our Savior's day, though this was 
hunderds of years after her destruction, and consequently 
must be in a future state. And as it regards Capernaum, 
she was judged, and cast down to hell, and exalted up to 
heaven, at the same moment of time ! But if the judgment 
of Sodom and Capernaum was future when the passage 
was spoken, as it must be to avoid the absurdities we 
have mentioned, then it is evident that their judgment 
must be in a future state of being. Thus it will be seen, 
that the interpretation we have given is consistent, and 
has the support of the language of the passage, ^nd can- 
not be overthrown without expressly contradicting the 
words of our Savior, and involving the absurdity, that 
Capernaum, &c. were judged and condemned, for acrim^ 
long before it was committed. 
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It seevift obviouB from the nature of the oane, that 
Sodom was not cquUablj^ punisbed bj her temporal 
destruction. We hare seen in a former Letter, that her 
destruction b]r fire could not be apportioned to the de- 
serts of every individual. All were involved in one 
cooMnon ruin; the innocent suffered destruction as 
much as the guiky. Now ad God has declared that he 
will reward every man according to his deeds, and as 
this equitable retribution could- not, from the very nature 
ot the case, take placd with the Sodomites at the de-r 
struction of 'their citj, it follows that Sodom's tem- 
poral destruction and her jtid^men^ are- two distinct 
and separate events, and that her judgment must be in 
a future state. And as Gepemaum ami Sodom are to be 
juc%ed at the same dsy of judgmier t, itfoliows that her 
judgment must be in a future state also. 

The viaw I have taken of the punishment of Sodom is 
confirmed by the prophet Ezekiel.''^ He teaches us that 
the restoration of the Sodomites was future in his day, 
and in fact, that Sodom should hot be returned to divine 
favor until all the Jews are brought in. You quote the 
l6th of Ezekielt toprove the salvation of Samaria and 
Sodom. In this manner you concede to the truth of my 
statement. For if the prophet was speaking of their 
salvation in the passage you have quoted, then 'their sal- 
vation is future. Ezekiel tells lis, that thesalvation of 
Sodom and of Israel will be- simultaneous. Now as 
istael is not yet restored, it is manifest that Sodom is 
still in her captivity, and will remain in this state of 
darkness, till Israel shall : find favor with ,God. Thus 
does the . prOfphet confirm the interpretation we have 
giveit to .the words of our Lord. .Jesus speaks of Sod- 
Qm^.9^,jM4gmeni as/ictura^and theprophet tells us, that 
Sodmpi! w?il;^ot)fae returned to God's favors until the 
Je,ws are redeemed .from- their sufferings. From what 

♦ Chap. »▼!. 46—63. t Parables, pp. 275, 276, 277. 
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bas been offered upon this sabject, I trust it appears 
that Sodom, CaperDaain» &c. aland exposed to a future 
judgment This will appear more clear when we shall 
bare attended to the next passage, which I shall bring 
ibrward. 

**The Lord knoweth how to deliver the godly out of 
temptations, and to reserve the unjust unto the day of 
judgment to be punished." 2 Pet ii. 9. This passage 
like the one before examined, speaks of m, future day of 
judgment. At this judgment the unjust are to be 
punished ; for thej ar^ reserved to that day for that 
very purpose. But if the wicked are punished to the 
full desert of their crimes, as they pass along, there is 
no such thing as reserving any person to any particular 
period to be punished ; because they are punished at all 
times«»at one period as much as at another. By exam- 
ining this passage in its connexion, we learn that St 
Peter was treating of a future judgment in the context 
In the 4th verse of this chapter,. St Peter not onlj 
speaks of a future judgment but he speaks of it as a 
truth generally admitted. «For if God spared not the 
angels that sinned, but cast them down to hell, and deli- 
vered them unto chains of darkness to be reserved unto 
the judgment" — It is not material to our present pur- 
pose, to determine whether the angels spoken of in this 
passage, are kings of a higher order than men, or whether 
they are human beings. It is sufficient to say they 
were beings who sinned, and did not receive their full 
recompense in the act of sinning, but were reserved to 
the daj of judgment to receive the full reward of their 
iniquity. But with what propriety could the apostle use 
such language, if men were equitably punished in the 
very act of transgression ? Besides, the apostle intro- 
duces this as an admitted principle. ^'Vor if God spared 
not the angels that sinned," &c. As much as though he 
had said, since it is admitted that these sinners were -not 



Digitized by CiOOQIC 



LETTER y. £49 

punished in the act of transgressian, but are reserved to 

the day of judgment to he funi^ied. The apostle here 

speaks oT a future judgmeDt as a truth of notorietj. Mr. 

Balfour, when remarking upon this very passage^ shows 

that the heathen generally, and those also to whom the 

epistle was addressed^ were believers in a future retri' 

bution.* St Peter knew that he was addressing those 

who believed in a future judgment, and if this doctrine 

had been erroneous, he would, he must, as an honest 

man, and especially as an inspired apostle, have correct* 

ed their mistake. He surely would have informed them, 

that their ideas on this subject were false. But instead 

of even intimating that this opinion was unfounded, he 

uses his endeavors to confirm them in. their opinion. 

He adopts their language, atid admits the principle in 

relation to the angels that sinned. But this is not all, 

he not only admits the principle true relative to the 

angels, but he makes it a general principle, and applies 

it to '*all those that after should live ungodly." 

St. Jude speaks in almost the same language*. His 
words are— ** And the angels which kept not their first 
estate, but left their own habitation, he hath reserved in 
everlastmg chains under darkness unto the judgment of 
the great day." Verse 6. Now it matters not what 
beings are intended here by the term angels, neither is 
it of any consequence to our argument, whether the 
apostles quoted this from some apocryphal book, or not. 
Thej use the language, and make the sentiment their 
own. The passage therefore, speaks the real sentiments 
of the apostles. St Paul, on a certain occasion, quotes 
the heathen poets ; but as he quotes them with approba- 
tion« you yourself contend that it is as full to the pur- 
poae for which it is brought, as though the apostle had 
used his own language.! Now both Peter and Jude 

• Inquiry, pp. 73— 88. 

t Acti xvii. S8, 29. See S Replj to Merritt^ p. 31. 
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wtcr aMreanof thoM wha Mievtii io a future judg* 
mtuA Md puiiahinent ; and tbejr adopted tbe language of 
thoie to« fvlMaa Ibey vret^ with a perfeel knowrisdge 
tint their vtadefa would uadierBtaifMl this languafs^ as 
ttachtug a reiributiou bejond dealb. This citady 
shoNRaitbat the apaatka meaot tor gi^e. euvrencj to tl»t 
o^aioik Uo a»7 otbof aappoakioB, tbaur fidelity and 
faitUUtoeas caouot he defenaleA Bb4 perhaps it may be 
aauU that the apoatLes apoke> in accomfuo^atioD to the 
fedinga and prqudicea of the people. To this we re- 
ply>«-if the. apostlea considered the doctrine of a 
future judgneat and- punishment an errer, they not onlj 
accommodated themoehnea to the pccjadieea of tbeir 
peadera> but took the moat eiTeotual method to confirm 
the»in their prejudices. Tbe apostles availed them- 
seUeaof thesentnients and laagoage of tbeeeto when 
they wratey and never gave any intifenatien that they 
themMves used' thia language, toeoaveyavy meuffiiog 
(liiferent froH> that, wbicb their readers bad attached te 
soeh languages Thia waa lllenJiy teHiog them, that 
th^ language and epfnieM* were both correct;. The 
apostles then^ it would seem, muet have beeo piliahly 
weak, or baaely dishonest; to- have* writlsn as they did, 
OD- suppositioB that they beUered a future jodgasent to 
be a falsehood. But whoever witt tooh^ tor one moment, 
at the conduct of the apostle Fteter,. will bm conaanaed 
t}iat htt' was net dtsposad to sacsifise trulk to suee the 
feeiii^S' of the people. This aipoatte*. after the reeurrec- 
tk>n of his Mastor^ waa ready at al^ times t»mindaQate the 
truth, though at the peril ef hia fife^ On tha day of 
Pentecost, he openly aoeueedthe Jews;<^ the reorder el 
his Master, and sei^erely reproached then^ far their un- 
belief and hardness of heart** We c^nnt. believe that 
St. Feter, who was so wrlling to rq^msch the lews, bj 
yindicating the truth, would all at once become so afraid 

* Acts ii. 22«-d6. 
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of offending the ^opie, •& te volunteer hk 8ferv«oe \n 
«|>proving of their sentimentg ^bioh lie belieted <to te 
false. 

Do jou think, Sir, that cond4i«t, sttdi as this objection 
asoribes to thtapostles^ is •comaieadftblo ? Woukl yim, 
when addressing those whom jrou knew to ^ te4ieir«i« 
in a fnture judgment and punishment, mak« «se tif saek 
languag^^as the apostles hava doae^ and iake %he4tt leavte 
it without comment, to have its own inllHtence «pon thte 
l>60jpie? I saj jfou would iiot. Whoever wiU read 
vour writing with a view to this snl^ect, wilt fitrd that 
jrou have cautiously avoided such Jai^uaga. In this 
manner jon tacitly confess that this language aalwrailjr 
teaches a futare judgment and punishment* Nowif St. 
Peter and St Jnde were as faithfn.! to their t-rastk aid.y<ra 
Are to jours, they surely would have avoided sHehiaA- 
^^uage, if they had teen with you in opinion^ We have 
already seen that those to whom the apostle addressed 
himself were telievers in a future retribution. IN^W at 
appears obvious tluit St Peter meant to eo«at«snaace thitg 
opinion >; or in other wotrds, he told thetn that he ap-eed 
with them in sentiment This is plainly taught in the in*- 
troduction of the epistle^ which beginis with these wordis 
— '^imaa Peter» a servam and m apostle of Jesus 
Christ, to ihem that kt^ve i^tained like ptnedoms frith 
wUh n$, tbrough the righteousness of Ood and wtr Savior 
JesDS Christ"* Thus we see that, instead of Peter'to 
meotitming a sentiment of theirs* enly on the principle 
«f accommodation, withoat designing to give it hiis au- 
thority ; he mentHyns it as hU dum, as an oprnkm hefd iti 
common by them both. Fof he tells uithat there was 
no difference of opinion tetween them, having teth ob- 
tained the like prei^iom faith. 

Now let us look at the language of Peter taken iti 
its proper connexion. Verse 4, "For if Ood spared not 

•tPetet*. l» 
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the angeU that sinned, bat cast them down to hell, and 
delivered them into chains of darkness, to be reserved 
unto judgment.^ This passage will justify the follow- 
ing remarks. 1. The apostle spesks of a fiUure ju^- 
ment as a troth generally admitted. 2. He tells ns that 
these sinners were cast down to helL The word ropra- 
gog, here rendered keU, was used by all cotemporary wri- 
ters to signify a itaie of misery in another world. 
Hence it is altogether likely that Peter used the word 
heU in that sense. 3. It appears that these angels were 
not sufficiently jpunished in the act of transgression, for 
they are reserved to the jiul^men^ to he punished. 4. It 
is also evident that what is here said relative to these 
angels, (or messengers, as some have rendered it) is true 
of all other sinners, for the apostle applies this principle 
to mankind at large. Verse 9, **The Lord knoweth hosr 
to deliver the godly oat of temptations, and to reserw 
the unjust unto the day of judgment to be punishedJ^ 
Thus by examining this passage in its connexion, we see 
that St Peter was of the opinion that men were not 
punished to the full amount of their crimes, as they pas- 
sed along, but that the ungodly were exposed to a fn- 
ture judgment and punishment. 

But we are told that this judgment must be of a tem- 
poral nature, because Peter mentions Noah and Lot as 
specimens of those who were delivered out of tempta- 
tions. They were delivered from the corrupt multitude 
by whom they were tempted. And so on the other hand, 
the old world and Sodom are mentioned as specimens of 
those who were reserved to be punished, and their pun- 
ishment was only temporal.* 

We readily admit that the old world and Sodom, 
together with Noah and Lot, are mentioned as examples. 
But this is in our favor, as it shows that the judgment is 
generaL We have already seen that our Savior spoke 

* Balfour^s Replj to Sabine, pp. 68, 69. 
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of tKe Judgment of itjre, Sidon^ and Sodom, as well as 
that of Chorazin» Bethsalda^ and Capernaum, and repre- 
sented this judgment as future with regard to them all* 
'We have also seen that Eztekiel represents the recove- 
ry of Sodom as an event jet to come. It has also been 
shovrn that her temporal destruction could not have been 
an equitable retribution upon every Individual ; and 
that if they went immediately to happiness at death; 
they were saved by their own dissolution, without either 
faith or repentance or the mediation of Christ. As it 
regards the old world, it is manifest that they were not 
punished according to their deeds by their temporal des* 
traction, for at that time the greatest sinner received no 
more punishnient than the least. Besides, St. Peter, on 
whose language we are now remarking, informs us else- 
where, that those who were disobedient in the days of 
NoaK were in prism in the days of our Savior. But 
this passage will be attended to in the sequel. But let 
us inquire what is meant by delivering the godly out of 
temptations. We will, if you please, take the examples 
of which Mr. B. speaks— Noah and Lot. Was Noah 
delivered from temptations so long as he remained in 
this world ? By no means., For after the flood he was 
tempted, and fell a prey to the. wine he had made. "He 
drank of the wine, and wa9 drunken; and was uncover- 
ed in his tent.''* Thus we see that delivering Noah 
from the old world, was not delivering him from temp- 
tation. The same may b^ said of Lot. After he left 
Sodom, he was tempted, apd yielded to the temptation. 
He was not only guilty of drunkenness, and incest, but 
was guilty of repeating these crimes.f Here we see 
that Noah and Lot were not delivered from temptations 
by being taken, one from the old world, and the other 
from Sodom. St. Peter made the declaration, the Lord 
knoweth how to deliver the godly out of temptatwrif to 

* Gen. hi. 21. t Gen. xix. 32—36. 

14 » 
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encoarage the ▼irtaoas* and support them under their 
trials. Bat would it yield the saints any support to tell 
them that the Lord would deiivjBr them from one temp- 
tation, and bring them into another, which would be so 
great as to overcome them ? It would not Then we 
must suppose that something more was meant bj deiiT- 
ering Lot and Noah, than taking the former from Sodom » 
and the latter from the old world. Their deliverance 
was not completely effected till they were taken from 
this world. 

What is here said of Noah and Lot, will apply to all 
the righteous. They are not completely delivered from 
sinful temptations so long as they inhabit this frail 
tenement. But the Lord knoweth how to deliver 
them ; and he will deliver them out of all their tempta- 
tions ; but the full accomplishment of this is reserved 
for a future state. Now as. the righteous are not fully 
delivered in this world, it follows that the wicked are 
not fully punished in this world. Since the former part 
of the verse does not have its fulfilment here in time, it 
is manifest that the latter part does not. Further; the 
unjust are reserved^ that is, retained or keptt to the day 
of judgment to be punished. Thus it appears that they 
were not punished imniediately,but were kept to a certain 
distant period. This could not be said of the temporal 
destruction of Sodom ; for it is said of her that she was 
overthrown in a moment.* Mr. Balfour says, '•The 
general meaning of the word, rendered reserve, is, Ho 
keep or reserve something till afterwards.' If it be 
asked, reserve or keep the unjust, till after what ? The 
answer is, until after the Lofd (ii^th delivered the godly 
out of their temptations.'^ Here it is acknowledged 
by one of your own writers Dttt the wicked are not 
punished, until after the righteous are delivered from 
their temptations. Now as the righteous are not deliv- 

* Lam. iv. 6. t Reply to Sabine, p. 74. 
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ered From their temptations, until they leave this world* 

and the wicked are not to be punished* till after the 

righteous are delivered* it follows that their punishment 

will be after death. Or to apply it to the old world and 

Sodom ; as Noah and Lot were not delivered from their 

temptations, till long after tlie old world and Sodom 

experienced their temporal destruction* so this temporal 

destruction could n^t be their punishment. No ; for 

after this, they were reserveii or kept to a future period* 

to the day of judgment to be punished. Thus it appears 

from the passage in Peter* that there will be a judgment 

in future life. Both Christ and his apostles teach the 

same doctrine. They both speak of the judgment as a 

future event* and both mention Sodom as an example. 

This not only shows that the judgment is in a future 

life* but also that it is general, including all the nations 

of the earth. 

Another scripture to the same purpose is £ Cor. v. 8, 
9, 10. ''We are confident I say, and willing rather to be 
absent from the body* and to be present with the Lord. 
Wherefore we labor that* whether present or absent, we 
may be accepted of him. For we must all appear 
before the judgment-seat of Christ ; that every one 
may receive the things done in his body* according to 
that he hath done, whether it be good or bad."— - 
Upon this passage we remark; — The apostle speaks 
of being present with the body, and absent from the 
body. The one is explained in the context to mean to 
be in this life* the other in the future. And be says* 
^<we labor, that* whether present or absent* we may be 
accepted of him/' Here it will be seen that the apostle 
labored that he might be accepted* when absent from the 
body, that is* in a future state. This implies that there is 
danger of being rejected after death. It would be use- 
less and absurd to labor for future acceptance* if there 
was no possibility of any one's being rejected. The con- 
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sideration of his laboring that he might be accepted, wheii 
absent from the bodj, supposes that there was danger of 
not being accepted, and that those who did not labor 
thas, would experience this rejection. The probability 

. of being rejected in a future state, the apostle enforces bj 
this consideration ; — *'For we must all appear before the 

judgment-seat of Christ ; that every ond maj receive 
the things done in his body.'' ThU clearly shows that 
the judgment will be after death, when men are absent 
from the bo<lj. The apostle sajs, verse 6th, «*While 
we are at home in the body, we are absent from the 
Lord." Since at the judgment we are to stand before 
Christ, and while we are in the body, we are absent 
from the Lord, it is manifest that the judgment must be 
after death, when we are ''absent from the body, and 
present with the Lord." 

The apostle's argument is clear and forcible. la 
the first place, he informs us that there is danger of being 
rejected when absent from the body. He then states 
the grounds of this danger, viz. that there will be a fu- 
ture general judgment, at which some will be rejected. 
His argument, in a logical form, is briefly this ; — There 
will be ,a future, general judgment, at w^ieh some will 
be rejected, therefore we labor that we may not be of 
that number. The interpretation we have given, makes 
the apostle's reasoning clear and cogent; but on your 
interpretation, his reasoning is entirely destroyed. You 
understand the ''appearing before the judgment-seat of 
Christ," to take place in this world, to which all pun- 
ishment is confined. Now let us look at the consistency 
of the apostle's reasoning, on your exposition of the 
"judgment-seat." His argument would stand thus ; — 
We labor that we may not be punished after death, 
because all punishment is confined to this world ! This 
actually appears like a burlesque upon the apostle's 
reasoning, and if it was given by an unbeliever in reve- 
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latioD, I should thiak that your exposition was designed 
to bring contempt upon the scriptures. Besides, Paul 
represents this judgment as future. We have already 
seen that he tells us in another passage that the judg- 
ment is afUr deatk. So in the passage before us, he 
tells us that the judgment is a future event ^'We mu$t 
stand before tiie judgment-seat of Christ" But on your 
interpretation, the judgment is past or present, as much 
as future. Further ; on your interpretation, none can 
be judged but those who live under the light of the gos- 
pel. But the apostle includes all mankind in this judg- 
ment He says, *^we must aU appear before the judg- 
ment-seat of Christ." That all men are the subjects of 
this judgment, appears not only from the passage before 
us, but in a parallel passage he places this point beyond 
dispute. His words are — <*But why dost thou judge thy 
brother? or why dost thou set at nought thy brother? 
For we lAiall all stand before the judgment-seat of 
Christ For it is written. As I live, saith the Lord, 
every knee shall bqw to me, and every tongue shall con- 
fess to God. So t&en every one of us shall give account 
of himself to Goc)*"* Here the apostle speaks of the 
%^mejudgment'$iat as in the other passage, and he says 
we must all stand before it Paul, in this passage, uses 
the term, aU, which includes every one spoken of. And 
it cannot be pretended here, that the apostle, by the 
term, we, meant the apostles or believers only^ for he 
includes those who judge and set at naught their bre- 
thren. Since he included both saints and sinners, it is 
manifest that the judgment Is universal* And to con^ 
firm this still further, and to place the universality be- 
yond a doubt, he cites a passage from the prophet,! 
which you yourself contend applies to the whole human 
family. Having done this, he concludes by saying, *'So 
then every one of us shall give account of himself to God." 

• Rom. xiT. 10, 11, 12. t Ua. xIt. 23. 
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The passage before m teaches « future general jodg- 
ment. If the judgment be general, it *eaTi not apply to 
the destruction of Jerusalem, nor signify tfie gospel dis* 
pensation. For a yery small part of mankitid were ap- 
on the earth at the destruction of Jenisat^m, er^Ten 
exist under the gospd dispensatieik And if the j«dg- 
meotbe future, it mustbeiai m future life. Fer the whole 
human iamtly cannot be judged at any «ne time in tiii^ 
state of being. Again ; the mpeistle speaks of tiet being 
accepted, when absent from the body, imt in other words 
in a future state | and this he infers from the fact tli«t 
there will be a fttture» general jndgmen^ tft which all 
will sund before Cbriut And as this jvdgment is fu- 
ture, and men cannot be prefseni with the Lord, nnti) 
they are absent from the body, it follows of conrtie that 
this judgment mnst be in a IViture life. 

We hate new attended tn several passive which 
speak of the day pfjudgment^ Instead of its being post 
orprumt, Die aacred writers vntformly represent it is 
/iilure. They speak of it as an event yet to be nocom- 
plished* l*hey call it a judgment to tome, and say it 
shall be afUr death. Instead of its being nn event 
which is taking place from day to day, they unite in 
declaring it is to take place at a parHctdar, ^pecfiJM pe- 
riod. They say, God hath appointed, or ut npatt a day 
or period for that purpose. And instead of its being 
confined to the Jewish nation, or to those who are upon 
the earth at any particular time^ they inform us that the 
judgment is ^neraf-^that Sodom, Tyre, and Sidon, 
Choraaio, Bethsaida, and Capernaum, shall be judged. 
Nay, tiiat the whole world shall be arraigned, and e& 
shall stand before the judgment-seat of Christ Vft 
have further seen that the very idea of judgment includes 
that of punishment to apart at least Nay, several of 
the passages we have noticed, expressly state that the 
wicked are reserveii to this day of judgment to be pun* 
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ish^iL Aad aU &e9e {Mnaget^ were mUtnneA. to a 
pooipie w]i« wore belieir^es in a futove retcibiHliNui.. The 
ijiaptc^ peimen speak of a future juttgrneBt aa a truth 
wlttck na ooe: wbtt believed tn a fuiture exiatenoe, pre* 
tcmted to deay*. Tbia sbowa moat clearlj that the scrips 
tuiKL writaca BMant to leach a fattupe punishmeftt* We 
cannot defaad time fittthfttlnaaft anil lAiegritjons anjr 
otker ioppositioBk 

Sftvecal aithef pawages mi^ ha quioled in proof of due 
jiadgmeftty. but we waikt thaoi not. Besi4es». it wiM»ld 
a«dil this woek bej«nd ita coaAeaipb^ed size,, to notke 
wofwj acrtptuire which. reiaiMi to thaa aubyect*. I w\\\ 
beve reaaack^ as I did at. the introdoction of this Letter* 
that OTerj text whiAh. apeaks* of a jodgmant which, is t» 
take place at any specified time, though it msj be in this 
worU^,is an.argaiiientiii favor of a futare retribntion, as 
il showa that meaare> not fuiijr reeoaspenaed in the act 
of tsaasgreaaion. Taeioiiclade way remarks apos thia 
anibjeet^ ( will obaarveitfaat if the aiguoiettta here made 
use of to psoYe a future jludgmenl be valtd^a future ret^ 
FiiMitMm ia elearlj eatahliahed* Though a future state of 
pumsfaiaient doeft not necessarilji idnvorve a future^ gene- 
ral. judgment* yet a. geiieaal judgment iBiKolves & future: 
pnftisbimnt as a neceaaary conseqitteQce; 

Befoce dostog tkift Letter, it: aiajy perhaps be paofitft- 
tdft tff offer some thing u^^on the design or utiJit^ of a fa^> 
tiu«> geneval jadgUMirt. Thia is the more necessary, 
as the advacatea for your vBew« generally give^ an incor- 
KCAt representation of thw subject. They frequeaHy 
repnaaent the abettorsof a. fiituve pumehantfvt as beiiev> 
ing that the jiailgmrent wiU piracecd on the principle of a^ 
commoBS trial in a,ca«rtef jnstice, wkere wntnesaes wvllr 
bci€alied>,faFth&puvpo9eofgcvnigrth6d^De Being cor^ 
neciio&tfmatina refadite to tha efaaracterai q£ nseiiw Andr 
I aaaaorey to say» thst you have atmetimes offered! that 
whictL seems ta eouiitaBance that representatiam Jm 
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your Sermon on 2 Tbets. i. 7, 8, 9 ; after stating that it 
18 generally believed that the righteous go to enjoyment, 
and the wicked to misery at death, you say, page 6th» 
*<Now if this tradition be correct, what need is there of 
a future judgment? Will it be necessary in order to 
ascertain whether the former sentences were according 
to justice ? Will those who have been in heaven thou- 
sands of years, be now called to*judgment? Mast all 
their crimes which have been forgiven, now be re-exam- 
ined, and their souls be put in jeopardy ? Look on the 
other hand ; here are millions of wretched immortalst 
who have groaned.away many ages in the torments of 
bell, now permitted to have their trial ! But stop — the 
absurdity of this tradition is too palpable to require fur- 
ther examination." 

The first remark I shall offer upon tliis quotation i8» 
that it is an emiire misrepreeentaUon of the subject. 1 
do not mean to insinuate that you intentionally misre- 
presented this sentiment, but I do insist that it is very far 
from being the common opinion entertained by the 
<4eamed doctors of the Christian church," as you de- 
nominate them. You ask, "Will a future judgment be 
necessary in order to ascertain whether their former 
sentences were according to justice ?" Now this pas* 
^sage implies, that God institutes the judgment in order 
to ascertain what the real characters of men are. Again 
you ask, *'Must all their crimes which have been forgiv- 
en, be re-examined, and their souls be put in jeopardy .^" 
This implies that the judgment is designed to^give the 
Almighty some new information, relative to the charac- 
ters of his creatures ; and that possibly God will find on 
strict examination that he hais misjudged some of man- 
kind, and so will of course, reverse his sentence, and 
send some to misery, who have long been in heaven ! 
And this you wish to palm upon the world, as the com- 
mon opinion relative to a future judgment! Your re- 
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presentation above is so far from being the common 
opinion of the '^learned doctors*" thsit I verj much doubt 
whether you can produce a single writer of any repute, 
who has advanced any thing like the representation you 
have given. 

But it is nothing to me what others believe on thia 
subject I write as a single individual and am not 
bound to defend any opinion but my own. Tou say* if 
some men go immediately to happiness at death* and 
others go to misery, what need is there of a future 
judgment ? In answer to this, let it be observed* that it 
is very difficult in many cases* for finite beings to deter- 
mine the utility of every measure the Deity may be 
pleased to adopt It is difficult to determine* why the 
Lord has permitted evil to enter the world* and yet facta 
compel us to acknowledge that evils do exist But be* 
lieving God to be a benevolent being* we are led to con- 
clude that it will answer some valuable purpose. And 
80 in relation to a future judgment It may be difficult 
to ascertain every motive which led the divine Being to 
institute such a process ; but still aa God does nothing in 
vain* we must conclude that some valuable purpose will 
be answered by such an event But you think there ia 
an inconsistency in supposing that men will be brought 
to judgment after they have received a part of their pun* 
ishment But the same difficulty exists on your system* 
and you are as much bound to solve this difficulty* if it 
be one* as I am. Tou contend that civil governments 
are instituted by God. Your words are these— >*<In rela- 
tion to the crimes of individuals* we well know that God 
has instituted penalties* according to the nature of of- 
fences* and has given special directions concerning their 
being duly inflicted. This is not only true in respect to 
Israel* but it is likewise true in respect to all nationa."* 

Her^ you expressly atate that civil government ia 

• Lect p. 9. 

16 
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established by Qod ; that he makes the laws, and giT« 
dtreetioas ooneermng their being executed. Now joa 
maintaUi that all fniDtsbiiieiit is confined to this *w^ld. 
But I wMild ukt is all this (Ninishineilt inflicted by t 
civil tribunal ? This you will not pretend, firery per- 
B&a who ooBUmits sto, experiences sotaie piunlshnient, 
iveforehe is ^aiken inio custedy by a ciTil officer, and 
'^thaps he uMty remain for months in prtsdn l^ibre he 
'Toceives his -trial and sentence. In ^^ case the wm 
' entei>s into misery, before he is brought to the imr of 
'justice. And I mi^t ask here» as jim have done in the 
ether ease; if «he«eAnder is unhfppy as soon as he com- 
mits' the ctfme, what need is there oif a future trial P It 
is strange that yeu shettM object to a bture jufdgment, 
'because it'involTes a principle whkh 4s equally ntt^etod- 
ant'Upon yeur own'tiWrs. 

'Bht this "objectira: retfts* entirely upoo the principle 

'"fchtt the only object of jiid^ent k toitiftiet 'a punMi. 

Meot tipon -the mrick^d;ikid MUtdlr a "tt^Urd itpan the 

ri^eous. Wb# 'Wbto ^We shall 4iiaife Utt^ded to-tte 

design ' or ' utility "of the judgment,' we ''shall oee ttat 

this objection hks ho ftrce. IVhht fU«n is' the '^Mifpt^ 

this judgment day f Itit ilbt ibe Me'ofaj|efet'of ^iUs 

Judgment, to di^p^tise te#Ard^ ahd ''pvDaSshminMs^ The 

grand object the Dishy %to fnf-^leVfnaaihisfjMltllM^ 

«i8 to refbrm thetrteAsgtre8sor,1tnd qaaHSfy-hiin fyt^Mify- 

'mcint. Thus far there' is no diaptttef fietW^ <m. . Bit 

'pbniflhment^ sMf c(mslifer(rdy*^ll"n6ver'll»ad tteii tele- 

^ntance. It is ^e Ibfiuence of 'the dfvitt^'^IAtOr^ 

display of the diviOecharatter,' which pteibhinetilMIs 

home to the miiid; that leads; the'tfinnisi) to repeuftanee. 

Inflict a pitnisbmeDt upon -any 4)etng, i^^thout'^tjiig^m 

ntiy knowledge of tiie being against wilom4i^ has^ilMd, 

))r of the designof those laWflfhe has^iolutedj iindf4t^eoMU[ 

be regarded in no other light than thfit<effcrU«'M;y. 'How 

one great object of a future general judgoiefit UAdonbt- 
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^iy 18, to make a display of the oharactalra of men, and 
the moral pri&ciplea of the divine governmenl. Men are 
not called to judgment for the purpose of giving the 
iudge any new information relative to their characters ; 
bat to make the characteors of men known to themselves, 
ftod to one another. 

The wise man says, **6od will bring every work iato 
jadgment, with euary s^erM things whether it be good^ or 
whether ii be> evil."* The apostle saySi "Judge nothing 
before the time, until the Lord come, who both will 
bring to Ugjkt the hidden things of dMrkness, and make 
manifest the counsels of the hearW^^i Again, says the ^me 
apostl^e, <«fivery man^s work shall be made manifest, 
fer the day shall declare it, because it shall be i^veaied 
bjfire.''^ These texts not only enforce the fact Aiat 
^ere will be a general jndgment, but they teach us tiie 
design of this ju^lgment, or the effect produced by that 
event Thej iixfbrm us that the judgment will make 
mauifest not only the outward conduct, but the inter- 
nal disposition of every man. All will then see the 
rectitude of the divine administration. The saint will 
have a more glorious view of the divine character, and 
the sinner will see the justice of the misery he experien- 
ces. This will have a tendency to lead the sinner 
ultimately to repentance. Many of the dispensations 
of the Almighty look dark and mysterious to us, while 
in this world ; but then the veil will be taken away, and 
the rectitude of the divine character will be obvious 
to all men. In this world, we frequently see vice 
triumph over virtue. We have shown in a preceding 
Letter, that in some cases, the wicked prosper and 
rejoice in their iniquity, while the virtuous experience 
great calamities both of body and mind. This furnishea 
the irreligious with one of their strongest objectibns 
agaiast divine Providence* But at judgment this diffi- 
♦ Eocl. W.JH. t 1 Cor. iy. 6. ^1 Cor. iii. 1^. 
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Cttltj will be noWed. It will then appear that the wick- 
ed shall be dnlj panished, and the virtueus rewarded. 
These and many other taluable purposes will probably 
be effected by a general judgment. This view of the 
subject entirely obviates your objection, and furnishes os 
widi an additional argument in favor of such a judgment 

As to the mode and manner of this judgment, God has 
not aeen fit to inform us. I think, however^ we may ra- 
tionally conclude that the misery which the sinner wilt 
be called to experience at that time, will not be inflicted 
by the immediate band of God, or any other inteUigeDt 
agent appointed by God ; but that the misery will arise 
from the sinner's own feelings. If all his iniquity h 
brought to light, and even the motives of his heart are 
displayed before him, the obstinate sinner must be 
unhappy. There will be no need of any executife 
authority to inflict a punishment upon him ; his guilt 
will be his own tormentors and a hell will be enkindled 
within him. 

To conclude this Letter, I will observe, that if the 
views here exhibited, are somewhat repulsive to oor 
feelings, it is nothing more than may be reasonably ex- 
pected, even admitting the doctnneto be a fact; when 
Paul reasoned o(^ judgment to come, the unbelieving 

Felix trembled. 

Yours, &c. 



P. S. As we have in these Letters referred to the wri- 
tii^ of Mr. Balfour, and shall have occasion in the se- 
quel to notice them again, it will probably be gratifying 
to the reader, to subjoin a brief account of the nature 
and merits of his works. Mr. B.'s first and principal 
work, is, <<An Inquiry into the scriptural import of the 
words, Sheol, Hades, Tartarus, and Gehenna, all trans- 
lated Hell, in our common English Version." This 
work evinces a considerable degree of research and pa- 
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tlent investigation^ ^nd manifests a good temper of mind. 
ButH seems to have been written without any definite 
object He tells ns in the very first sentence of his book, 
that the $imple ol^ect \n view is, to examine the founda- 
tion on which endless miserv is built. He then tells us 
on the very same foge, that his object is, fvindfaUyt to 
determine whether a future punishment is taught in the 
scriptures. And so he shifts from one to the other, at 
best answers his purpose. This indefinite object intro- 
duces confusion into a considerable part of his book. 
This circumstance leads us to conclude, that when he 
wrote his Inquiry, he had no settled plan in view ; oth- 
erwise we should be under the necessity of making tht 
unfavorable remark, that he was artfully laboring to 
nndermine what he durst not openly attack. 

Another feature of his book is, that he seems more 
desirous ofpuOItt^ dotcm, than building up. To gratify 
this propensity, he has, in expounding some passages, 
involved himself in the grossest inconsistency. Some 
of these inconsistencies we may have occasion to notice 
in (be course of these Letters. Mr. B.*s Inquiry was 
answered by Mr. Sabine in a ''Series of Lectures,^' to 
which Mr. 8. replied. We have already said that the 
Inquiry was written with candor. But in his Reply to 
Sabine beseems to have forgotten the spirit manifested 
in the Inquiry. The Reply abounds with severity and 
personal reflections, hardly worthy of the Christian, or 
ifche gentleman. In his first book Mr. B. maintained a 
becoming degree of humility ; but after his work was 
before the public, and several extravagant encomiums 
were lavished upon it, by Newspaper writers, his vanity 
was excited to that degree, that he came out in a weekly 
paper, and challenged a confutation of his work ! This 
circumstance is not mentioned to wound Mr. B.'s feel- 
ioglBy but ^nly to surest to Mm the propriety of Resist- 
ing from such a course. Asa writer, Mr. B. is drcui- 
15* 
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toas' and prolix. ThU will appear from the fact, that he 
has written 445 pages octavo, to define four words. la 
point of scholarship, I will remark — though he makes a 
great display of Hebrew and Greek learning, whoever 
will take the troable to examine his writings, will readi- 
ly see that a great part of his criticisms are quotations 
from other authors. As to his own criticisms, thej are 
almost invariably criticisms upon a single term. And 
any novice who knows the Hebrew and Greek alpbabetSf 
can take Parkhurst's Hebrew and Greek LexicoDB« and 
criticise in the same manner. However, we ought in 
justice to say, that his writings show more learning than 
judgment* 

Mr. B. in the introduction to his Inquiry, gives as to 
understand that all the principal authors, who have 
written in defence of Universal Salvation, have been 
ignorant of their subject, and have only been beating 
the air; for they proceeded on the ground that there 
was a punishment in a future state, for those who died 
impenitent. He flatters himself that he has discovered 
a new and more advantageous method of attacking the 
doctrine of endless misery — a method by which its 
foundation may be swept away in a moment. The plan 
of attack which Mr. B. has introduced is this; — ^To 
show that the words translated hell in the scriptures, do 
not signify misery in a future state, whether temporary 
or endless. Now if Mr. B. has succeeded in his attempt 
if he has proved to demonstration that neither Sbeol, 
Hades, Tartarus nor Gehenna imply misery in a future 
state, how does this effect the point at issue? All that 
he has said about the import of these words, may be 
true, and still future or even eternal misery remains un- 
touched. Endless misery may be taught in other words, 
though Sheol, Hades, &c. may have no such signification. 

• The remainder of this P. S. was written by the author of 
these Letters, and published in the Christiao Repository, 1894. 
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1 will now attempt to show that Mr. B.'s .plan of at- 
tack» instead of being superior to the course usually pur- 
8ued» does not meet the point in dispute* He maintains, 
and justly, that Sheol and Hades are synonymous, and 
signify the grave, or rather the^to^e of the dead in gene* 
raL He asserts repeatedly, that they do not signify 
misery at all. Now if Sheol and Hades do not signify 
punishment at alU then they have no bearing in the 
case; for certainly endless misery nor future misery 
cannot be proved false, by putting a limited signification 
upon words which do not in any case imply misery. 
The third word on which Mr. B. remarks is Tartarus ; 
which he explains as he has Sheol and Hades, not to 
mean misery. Now in order to ascertain, whether Mr. B. 
bas succeeded in confuting future or eternal punishment, 
it is proper to leave all he has said upon Sheol, Hades, 
and Tartarus, out of the question ; for surely if they do 
not mean misery at a//, as Mr. B. contends, they can 
have not the least bearing in deciding the question, 
whether misery be endless. Mr. B. has said repeatedly 
that neither Sheol, Hades, nor Tartarus is used to signi- 
fy misery. The only word he allows to signify misery, 
is Gehenna ; and wherever it occurs in the New Testa- 
ment, it is, he says, applied to the Jews, and expresses 
those judgments, and those only, which fell upon that 
nation at the destruction of Jerusalem. The punishment 
of Gehenna, says our author, was never threatened upon 
the Gentiles. 

So the whole of Mr. B.'s labors comes precisely to 
this;— If the destruction of Jerusalem does not mean 
endless misery, that doctrine is not taught in the scrip- 
tures ! He has written more than 400 pages to show 
that thejre can be no punishment in a future state, be- 
cause Jerusalem was captured in this !— It is not 'my 
design to misrepresent Mr. B.'s work ; but really I do 
not see why this is not the natural result of his reason* 
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iiig. He has undertaken to examine the fonodation on 
which fatore endlegs misery rests. He confines him- 
self to four words^-Sheo), Hades, Tartarus, and Gehen- 
na. Now these four words embrace the whole founda- 
tion of future eternal misery, or they do not If they 
do not, then Mr. B. has failed in 4ie very onset. His 
plan, though original, is ^efectire $ and all his argn- 
tnents, resting on this base, fail of their object; for all he 
has written may be true, and still future, or even end- 
less misery may be a verity ««-But if these words do em- 
brace the whole foundation of future eternal misery, then 
Ittture, eternal misery rests entirely upon the term Ge- 
henna •; for certainly it cannot rest, upon Sheol, Hades, 
and Tartarus, words which, according to Mr. B. do not 
signify misery at ail. Now if eternal misery rests sole- 
ly upon Gehenna, then this term embraces all the pun- 
ishment ever threatened ; then the Gentiles were never 
threatened with any punishment; for Mr. B. says, the 
Gentiles were never threatened with the punishment of 
Gehenna. And as Mr. B. applies this term ta the 
destruction of Jerusalem, and contends that it will bear 
no other application, the most that can be made of his 
reasoning is this ; — There can be no punishment after 
death for any individual, because the city of Jerusalem 
was destroyed in this world 1 Punishment cannot be 
endless, because that city did not stand an eternal siege ! 
This,* I think, is the grand result of his whole inquiry. 
All that he has done (admitting wh^t he has written 
' to be conclusive) is, to show that future eternal misery 
is not taught in the words rendered heU, in :our venion. 
But this is very far from meeting ^Ihe point in. debate ; 
for all he has written maybe true. Mid still iendiess 
itiiwymay remain nnshi^en* Hell is not a term on 
which we ^\j to support a future re^ribu^tion. It is not 
a teran on which the Jeiim<d rely for the support of end- 
less misery. They freq^i^i^j ciOl endlead miaerjr *y 
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the name, hdl; bat they do not relj upon that teriii> 
^vheo they attempt to prove that doctrine from scripture. 
If thej quote texts where this word occurs, still the 
argument is drawn from some circumstance or phrase 
connected with the passage, and not from the word hell* 
I am far from being a believer in endless misery, but I 
am free to confess that I find nothing in the Inquiry, 
which convijnces me of its falsity. 

But the very definition which Mr. B. has given of 
Sheol and Hades, does not exclude misery. He says 
again and again, that Sheol and Hades signify the ttaU 
of the dead in generaL Now does this definition of 
Sheol and Hades oppose a future^ or even endless mlse^ 
Tj ? Not in the least We might as well contend that 
there will be no future happiness, because Sheol and 
Hades do not signify happiness, as to contend that there 
will be no future misery, because these words do not 
signify misery. To maintain that there will be no mis- 
erj beyond the grave, because Sheol and Hades do not 
mean misery, is entirely sophistical. In this manner 
any proposition can be proved. Misery, for instance, 
could be argued out of this world. Thus— the word 
earth does not signify misery, therefore there is no mis* 
ery in the earth ! What should we think of a person who 
should undertake prove that there was no misery in the 
city of Boston, from the consideration that the word, 
Boston, did not mean misery ? 

But although Mr. B. has repeatedly said that Sheol 
and Hades did not mean misery,, either temporary or 
endless, still he acknowledges that in several instances 
they do mean misery. Where our Savior is said to have 
been compassed about by the sorrows of hell, where 
David was delivered from the lowest hell, and where 
Capernaum is threatened with being east down tohell,h^ 
confesses that hell signifies misery. Now if hell signi- 
fies misery in these passages, as Mr. B. asserts, how can 
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he tnaintain that it nerer means miseiy, either temporary 
or endless ? And if it means misery in these passages, 
who knows but that it does in others P [t is not mj de^ 
sign to point out the instances in which hell means mis- 
trj, but only to avail myself of the concessions he has 
made ; and these are amply sufficient to weaken his 
reasoning. When treating upon Gehenna, Mr. B. con- 
tends that it would be extremely improper to borrow 
langaage from a temporal scene to represent an eternal 
one. A great part of his reasoning, when remarking 
upon Gehenna, is founded upon this principle. Bttt 
what is the course he has pursued in reUtion to SSheol 
^nd Hades P He eontendi that these terms signify tiie 
frfoec of the dead, that is, they apply to a future world. 
But he makes use of them a^ figures to express suffering 
in this state. Now if Sheol and Hades, a place or state 
in ■ fttture world, can be used figuratively to express 
miserj, it is much more natural to suppose thatjhey 
express misery in a state to which they belong, than in 
a state to which thej do not belong. But Mr. B. has 
pursued the opposite course, and so has oontra<Ket^d 
MThat he has said elsewhere. It is perfectly proper to 
IKorrow figure from time, to represent things in eternity. 
For human language was designed to express o«r idieas 
of things belonging to this world, and unless we are al- 
Ipwed to speak of events in a future world in ktngtiage 
which originally applied to this, we cannot speak of 
tlwanatall; But there is not the same necessity of 
borrowing language from a future state, to represent 
things in thi«. But as the sacred penmen have done 
this aecording to Mr. B.'s own confession, it gives us 
good reason to believe that they have done the other ateo. 
In his 2d chapter Mr. B. tells us bn the authority of 
Dr. Campbell and others, that the term Gehenna is deri- 
ved from the Hebrew words, 6e and JKnnom, that is, 
tile vnttiy of Hinnom, near Jerusalem. He appears to 
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speak of Gehenna as a prop&r fiaiii«,aiid ^caiifietlie 
valley of Hinnom dees noteignify misery in a fotere 
state» iie argues that rach oiisery onmet exist But 
dpes not eyery fiersea know that the proper name pf a 
place dees not express the state or conditiein ef the ia- 
habitants relative to liappiness im* miser j? The word 
8aUm, for iastancO) sigaifies peaae. JBat who ever 
thoaght pf inferring from hence, that there were never 
aoj broiJIs pr cPiitentiens in the town of Salem ? What 
should we think pf a person who should dissert that 
there never had been» and never would be anj misery in 
the ^lato ^ Vermont, beoaase Vermont signifies Or0$n 
Mmimakh and not a place of misery P Will Mr. B. as* 
sertlbat the* inhabitants of Jcncsafem never experienced 
any of the horrors of war« because the word JerustUem 
•signifies^ they akallsu peace .^ His reasoning proves this 
as dearly as it proves that there will be no misery, after 
death. 3utthe fallacy of this reasoning niust be obvi- 
ous to the weakest capacity .<^1 think Mr. B. cannot 
complain mf this as misrepresenting his reasoning, Cor be 
acknowledges that he has spekeq of hell as a place of 
misery* and constantly he speaks of hell or Gehenna as 
the name of that place. And I bplieve the representa- 
ition [ have given above, is the impression which is given 
to flakm unlettered readers, who in many respects are 
•the most impartial judges. 

Bhpold any person- feel 'disposed to disprove future 
asternal bappittsss,4ie might ndopt>>Mr. B.^s plan with 
adewtsge. jBytraeing the word; heaven toits primitive 
'«eot^he^wonld'fin4 that it did not signify future liappl- 
'iiess, or ieve'n happiness in any state. He might pursoe 
tluoi^enrse which Mr. B. has, with considerable plausi- 
bility* Heinight take the first of 0ene«»-^»ln the be- 
ginMDgi&ild crimliedthe'ftMtfeRand theear(h,^and show 
i that hemven »dld not signtfy happiness, buteimply ^e 
surrounding air, or the firmament He might argae^that 
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ts this wts the first time the word heaven occurred ie 
the Bible, and as it did not mean happiness in this case, 
it ought not to be understood as having that meaning in 
any other passage^ unless the writer gave special notice 
that he used the term in a sense different from that in 
Genesis. He could also quote many texts, where hea- 
ven has the same meaning as in Gen. i. 1. He might 
then turn to the New Testament^ where he WQuId find 
the word, heaven, for the first time in Matthew third— 
*<The kingdom of heaven is at hand," in which passage 
heaven doubtlessly signifies the gcepel dispensatum* 
By examining the New Testament, he would find maoj 
passages to con-oborate this signification. And if he 
found a few passages which did not appear to coincide 
with his views, the same labor which Mr. B. has bestow- 
ed upon the rich man and Lazarus would solve the diffi- 
culty. He might call it paraholie happiness, and not 
literal enjoyment In this manner he could prove that 
there will be no future happiness, as clearly as Mr. B. 
has proved that there will be no future misery. Who- 
ever will read the Inquiry with attention, will, I think, 
be convinced that the representation of the work given 
above, is substantially correct. 

Mr. B.has also published an Inquiry concerning the 
Devil and Satan, and the duration of the terms, Olim, 
Aion, and Aionios. This work, like the former, exhibits 
a good temper of mind, and no small degree of patient 
investigation. It, however, contains nothing peculiarly 
original, except an exposition of the blaspliemy against 
the Holy Ghost, and a few other passages, which we 
regard as vague and inconsistent Though this work 
contains much troth, we believe that in many rcapectSi 
he carries his principles too br, and manifests a disposi* 
tion to pull down rather than to build up. But tiiis ap« 
pears to be policy adopted by all the advocates for his 
views. 
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LETTER VI. 

f 

Scripture proqf of a FiUure ReiribuUfm. 

REV. AMD DEAR BROTHER, 

In this letter I propose to call jour attention to some 
scriptures which, to my understanding, teach Che doc- 
trine of a riture retribution. I shall, however, coofioe 
myself to a few passages, as I find that I am likelj to 
exceed mj contemplated limits. The first text I shall 
notice, is John v. £8, 29. <^Marvel not at this ; for the 
hour is coming, in the which all that are in their graves 
shall hear his voice, and shall come forth ; they that 
have done good unto the resurrection of life; and they 
that have done evil unto the resurrection of damnation*" 
I have quoted thp passage in this place in conseqiience 
of its affinity to the passages already considered, under 
the head of a future judgment The passage before us 
teaches a future judgment, and informs us of its concom- 
itant events, viz* a resurrection^ and a state of punisk- 
menu The passage before us^ I think, applies to a future 
state, and teaches a future retribution. I am sensible, 
however, that you confine the passage to this world, 
and apply it to the destruction of Jerusalem. But against 
your construction, and in favor of mine, there are many 
weighty considerations.* 

You will readily acknowledge that the passage in 
question holds forth the idea of a reh-i6iieion-«-a retri- 
bution which is to take place at a specified time or peri- 
od. Now the fact, that this retribution is to take place 
^i^mQ particular, specified time, let that time be when 
It may, goes directly against the doctrine which limiU 

^Xv^^JH^^^^?^^^^^ S'^^ retnarks upon this passage has beeii 
published by the writer •f thete Letters, io the Cbriitian R^mME- 
w7 fof Oct. 1826. . * 

16 
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all ponithment to ibis world. For, if men are ponbKed 
to the fall desert of their crtmea here in time» it is 
manifest that they nnst h&pnnbhed.step bj step as they 
pass along» so that if they be taken away at any moment, 
they will have receiyed all they deserve^ and^so be obnox- 
ious to no further punishment The dottrine for whieh you 
contend, therefore, forWds the.ide^fof any special judg- 
ment ; for it maintains that men are punished at one 
time» as much as ajt another ; ^at the; are. pnnflhed daily 
f6r their sins, so that if by any accident any one sbotild 
b.e t^ken away instantly at any time».tbe.accouat wontd 
be squared inJhis state,, and the subject, would staad 
exposed to no future .disciplipet Now it is perfectly idle 
on your Sjcheme.to talk. of aoy^pecia^.ji^dginenty.that is. 
a ju(igment which is tp take.placetat any specified time* 
Uls totally senseless and absurd to speak of any parHe- 
liter time, as the day^ofjudgmentp if the judgment takes 
place every day— at ooe period as muco as atranother. 

What should we tlnnk of a disttPg^lied philosopher, 
who should pretend that he. had.some important fact to 
make knpwn to m^kiml^ and thien should, gravely 
asserti that on a certain, given day» the tide would ^ebb 
and flow at New-York ? Since, the ebhing^^and. flowing, 
of tiie tide is what tiJcesp^lajce.rqg^lj an4.oonstwtly« 
we should conclude, that this, learnt. man » was ftipifliilfK 
with our understanding, . or els^ he.waa4i9wb»red,ia 
hts intellect. Just so must our Savior ^ppear# . AP« yout > 
interpretation of the passiuje.. On your rscliemc^ wOiOnrst 
suppose that Je^us Christ caUed^our/ajLt^atipncti^Aaiibrr* 
ject,a8 though it jvere something of tran^cendaAtisifiw^ 
tance, and then gravely toliu^ that j^at poster waa^ 
given hiin by the Father^ tbat he. might be enabled at ar. 
certain future period to aqconxplish,, what s^< WhyyMtati 
which has taken place daily in all ages of the world, 
^itlioft ai)U4if»^taQQe>0B bis.part1 i^ But^shair we aUri- 
b«4e/«iiek«coBSumnMite trifling to hib who^^wa^ i^fiapeWe* 
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of deceit — ^''wlio spake as nerer tnan spake P^ 'Far tk 
the thouglit It is so eviitent that & special Jodgmedt 
is taught in thrs passag;e, that'jrou are free to acktioHN 
ledge it, though thU acknowledgment is fatal to yodr 
system. 

Bat jou inform us tlmt our Savior was "speaking of a 
spiritual resurrecttoo in the context, and /has given Ho 
notice of any change of the subject.*— That JesaU'Wlis 
speaking of a spiritual resurrection in th% content, la 
readily admitteil, bni that he did give intimatiotn ^if^ 
change ofihe subject, ve ^hatt -attiimpt to show; And it 
Is wdrfhy ofspecial remark here, that 700 yoursefTarppiy 
the £8tfa and ^h verses tosn event totally distitAft» 
and entirely diflferetit from any thing tetrght in the ctiii- 
text. And ceitainly you would ntjit vpply tMe dilfer^fitt 
innrts of tiiis chapter to diiFerent events, »ki 'direct oppi^l- 
tioh'to your own sftatement, unless such an lapplkaMon 
was'taoghtln the discoorse. But to "proceed t-^ln the 
asfli verse Jesus says, "Verily, verily, I'ssiy trntoVdu/Ate 
hour IS coming, and now is, when the dead shall Heiir 
the voice of the Son of Ood, and they thaft hear, shall 
live.'' This is undoubtedly a moral or spiritual resur- 
rection. But a spiritual resurrectfion admits of no 
special judgment to follow the resurrection. It only 
teaches us, that those who are dead in sin, are raised to 
newness of life or spiritual enjoyment After speaking 
of a spiritual resurrection in verse 35th, Jesus iiiysdn 
verses Stih and tTih, *«For as the Tafher hath life Va 
himself; soliatliliegtteti tothe^ontd have life in hiin-^ 
self; and hath given hiin authority to execute JudgrtseM 
at9o, because he is the Son of man." H^re our Satior 
not onlj speaks of his ability to impart that life of which 
he had spoken m verse 25th, but speaks of his ability to 
execute judgment aUo. Thus we learn that he dHl 
change the subject of discourse. From that of aspirithttl 

f %d Reply iQ Merritt, p. 39« 
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resairectioD, which precludes the idea of a retrtbationr 
he changes to that of a literal one, connected with a 
retribution or jadgtnent. This change of the subject is 
plainly taught bj his speaking of executing juilgment in 
eontraditHnction from raising men to spiritual life. 
'<Hath given. him power to execute judgment also." 
Unless there is a change of the subject, the emphatic 
word, alsOf has no meaning. It is perfectly eriJent 
fnom the discourse itself^ that there is a change in the 
•tttigect 

Knowing that he had introduced something in addi- 
tiofi to what he had been treating of» the divine Teacher 
tajt, <<ManreI not at this ;" that is» though I have intro- 
duced aoaething new, do not be surprised. An<i then, 
to confirm and illustrate what he had hinted relative to 
execntiag judgment, he adds the passage in question. 
''Marvel not at this ; for the hour is coming, in the 
which ail that are in their graves, shall hear his voice, 
and come forth ; thejr that have done good unto the re- 
surrection of life ; and they that have done evil, unto 
the resurrection of damnation.'' Now it is perfectly 
evident, from the manner of introducing the 28th and 
29th verses, that they allude to a subject entirely diffe« 
rent from what is taught in ver8<? 25th. 

By comparing the 25th verse with the 28th and 29tb, 
we shall discover at once that they treat of different 
events* 1. In the 25th verse, it is said, *Hhe hour is 
comings and now ts;" in the 28th, <'the hour ii coming.^ 
Her e tti cn- is^ striking diffe r e n ce ; o ne is T^pwrsenled 
not only future, but present also j the other is repre- 
sented as exclusively future. 2. it is said in verse 25th, 
^the dead shall hear the voice of the Son of God ;" in 
the 28th, *'aU that are in tlieir graves shall hear his 
voice." Here again is a striking dissimilarity. The 
former asserts that the dead shall hear. The term dead 
is used very frequently in the New Testament to repre- 
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^eni tnorit in i state of condemnation— *^dead in tres*- 
passes and sins.'' But the word grave is not used by 
any New l*estament writer in that sense, lliougk yo» 
put a figurative meaning upon the term graviB, m tbit 
passage, jou are not able to produce a single instance in 
the whole New Testament^ where the word is »sed in 
that sense ; but jou are under the necessity of repairing^ 
to one of the highly figurative visions tf Ezekiel. Bui 
this is an unfair mode of interpreting any writer. It isi 
in fact, not explaining his meaning by his own uniform 
use of the term, but by ^e single use of it by another 
writer, in another age of ^Jjie wprld, and that too in a 
connexion, where it is acknowledged, that the language 
is furthest possible from being literal. Who would feel 
justified in explaining the meaning of a term* in a writer 
of our own age and nation, by the use of this term in 
one connexion only in a single writer in the days of 
^jreece or Rome; especially when it is acknowledg€<U 
that this ancient writer, in this instance, used the term ift 
a sense entirely different from all his cotemporarie», and 
different from his own accustomed method of using it 3 Bo t 
this would be no more unjust than toexplain the word gratis 
io St John's gospel, by the sense in which an an=eierrt 
prophet once used it. Now it appears to me to be mucll 
more proper to explairi the meaning of the word ^mt'^ 
by St. John's own use of it, than to go to the Old TesU- 
ment to ascertain ita meaning. But for the sake of the 
case, we will go to the Old testament The word grav^ 
occurs very frequently in the Jewish scriptures. But it 
is not even pretended that it is used to expresis the state 
0f the spiritually deadj except by one writer, in one eon- 
mxion only» If the Old Testament, therefbt*e, is to 
decide the question, it is much more rational to explain 
it by the general use of the word by various writers^ 
than to explain it by the use of one writer on1y« and that 
in an excepted case. 
16 • 
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Now if we let St John be his owa expositor, a privi- 
lege which all other writers claim, the matter* will be 
decided at once. The term fivijfia^here rendered ^rave 
occurs at least sixteen times in John's gospel. Four 
times it is applied to the grave of Lazarus, where it will 
be admitted bj all, that the term signifies the place of 
th€ litirally dead. Eleven times it is applied to the 
grave or sepulchre of Christ, where its. meaning will not 
be disputed. Now as this term is used fifteen times in 
John's gospel to signify the liieraV grave, it is natural 
and just to conclude, that it has this meaning in the re- 
mainbg instance ; especially tf^ th% is the sense in which 
the other New Testament ' iPtrit^rs uniformly use the 
temiy^and this sense best agrenr with the passage itself. 
3- In the 25th verse Jesus says, "They that hear, or 
listen,^^ as Wakefield renders it, «'shall live.'' This 
plainly implies that all do not listen or regard the voice. 
By the dead^s hearing the voice of the Son of God, men- 
tioned in the preceding part of the verse, nothing more 
is meant, as you will acknowledge, than that the gospel 
is preached to those who are dead in sin. Now both 
scripture and observation teach us, that many who hear 
the preaching of the gospel, do not listen, or regard its 
requirements. Thus the clause, "they who listen, shall 
live/' implies that a part only of those who enjoyed the 
preaching of the gospel, obeyed its requirements at that 
time, or were altered by what they heard. But not so 
in the 28th and 29th verse?. There we are told that a\X 
shall hear, and come forth* Here again the difference 
is such as to lead us to the conclusion, thM. the two 
passages cannot apply to the same event. 

4. The, 25th verse says, "air that hear shall live ;** 
thUtis, all that come forth, shall enjoy happiness. But 
this is far from being the case in the 29th verse. There 
we are told, that *«some shatl come forth to life, and 
tome to condevmaiion*^^ Thus we see that these passa- 
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ges are far from, teaching the same thing, and of coarse 
cannot applj to the same event* The latter passage is 
introduced as something in addition to the former, and 
different from it ; and bj comparing the passages toge- 
ther, we find that they teach doctrines essentially dis- 
tinct and dissimilar. The 25th verse represents the 
event spoken of as present / the 28th and 29th, as /iiittrip/ 
the former speaks of the dead in sin ; the latter, of those . 
in their literal graves : in the one case, apart only obey 
the voice ; in the other, they ail yield obe<lience to the 
summons : in that, all who obey come forth to enjoy- 
ment ; in this, a part come forth to damnation , there, a 
retribution is precluded ; but here, it is clearly taught 
And what passages, I ask, can be more dissimilar? 
Nothing but the bias of system, I should think, could 
lead any person to interpret these passages of the same 
event. 

Further ; the 28th and 29th verses c.tnnot be explain- 
ed in a spiritual sense without involving the greatest 
absurdity. A resurrection implies a change; it is ta- 
king men from one situation, and placing them in ano- 
ther, different from the former. But if the passage be in- 
terpreted of a spiritual resurrection, it makes confusion 
of the passage. It would then amountsimply to this;—- 
Those who are dead in sin experience a great change, 
even a resurrection $ they are raised to that degree, 
that they are sunk much deeper than before. Or they 
are lirought from a state of moral death, to what ? a state 
of moral life ? No— they are>brought from moral death 
to moral death ! that is, they have experienced no re- 
surrection at all ! Or in other words, their change is so 
great, that ' they are in the same situation after the/ 
have experienced this change, as they were before. But 
does not every person see that this entirely destroys the 
consistency of the text ? Besides, the passage is intro- 
duced with a mark of attention— "Marvel not at this !'* 
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But if Jesus meant nothing more in the dStk and i9th 
verses, than he had taught in the 25th, he must have tri- 
fled with a solemn subject Suppose a speaker, after 
having dwelt a considerable time upon a vil^ect, should 
call our attention aa though some new silt>Ject of impor- 
tance was about to be introduced, and then should repeat 
what he had alieadjr stated'several times before. We 
should think the mas was partiailj deranged, or that he 
was sporting with his audience. But God forbid that we 
should ascribe such conduct to a Teacher sent from hea- 
ven. 

You appi J this passage to the destruction of Jerusa- 
lem, and represent it as expressing the situation of the 
Jews as a nation.* By this application you admit that 
our Savior did change the subject of di890urse. Why 
then do you contend that the 28th and 29th verses must 
be interpreted in ihe same manner as the 25th ; and at 
the same time interpret them essentially different? 
But I would ask, on what authority do you apply this 
passage to the Jews as a nation, and confine it to the 
destruction of Jerusalem P There is nothing in the con- 
text which justifies this. The Jews as a nation, or the 
destruction of Jerusalem are not spoken of, nor even 
alluded to in the passage or its connexion. Not one 
W4n'd in the whole context can be found which authorizes 
such a construction of the tett Neithet* will the pas- 
sage bear a construction so limited. The language is 
universal. '^Ml that are in their graves.'* There is no 
more propriety in applying this to a part of mankind, 
than there is in applying those passages which speak of 
Christ'sdyin^/ora/{, to apart of mankind; which ap- 
plication you would be the last to admit. Besides, we 
have already seen that the passage speaks of those in 
their literal graves ; and certainly you will not pretend 
,that all the literally dead were raised to life in the 
apostolic age. If we should admit that this resurrectioa 
♦ Leot. pp. 376, 877. 
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wag spiritual, the passage then coaiti nat bear your con- 
struction. Ail men in a state of mora! death did not 
hear the voice of the Son of God, that is, the gospel, at 
that period. It cannot be said with a shadow of proprie« 
tv, or even of truth, that the gospel was preached to the 
whple human family, at the destruction of Jerusalem. ' 

We will .go still farther, and for argument's sake, wiJl 
admit that tlie resurrection was spiritual, and that the 
passage applied to the destruction of Jerusalem. Now 
I ask, in what sense did the Jews hear the voice of the 
Son of God at that period P '^They certainly did not 
hear the preaching of the gospel ; for those Christians 
who were at Jerusalem were commanded by our Savior 
himself to leave the city, and flee into the mooutainf. 
Neither is it probable that one tenth part of them evec; 
did hear the gospel. And if it should..be granted that 
the gospel was preached at the destruction of Jerosalem« 
this would not answer the description of the passage. 
The text undoubtedly means something ; it expresses 
something which does not ordinarily take place. Now 
suppose that the gospel was preached at that period.; 
this is nothing different from what takes place at otKer 
times, and so does liot answer the description given in 
the passage. They must hear the voice of Christ in 
sotae extraordinary manner, in. order to come op to tlie 
ftenseof the text. But in what aense did they hetfr this 
voice at the destruction of Jerusalem? Jesus made no 
personal appearing at that time. They could not hear the 
voice of the Son of God at alU unless the besieging army 
he considered that voice. But who will admit an absur* 
<iitylike this? if the besiegers be the voice of Christ, 
then everj besieged city hears that voice; then the Jews 
^IM not hear that voice in the apostolic age, any more than 
tliey did when Nebuchadnezzar razed their city to the 
ground, and carried thein captive to Babylon. But 
*^ay with absurdities lil^e these.— But in what sense 



Digitized by LjOOQIC 



^§8 xismat*VL 

were the Itm r»ff«l at Ike destntethm of their cltj? 
Wecethej made belter or nore ▼irtaoos? No— those 
xrbo were unfal, remaiacd so. Now this resorreetion, to 
OMaii aoj tbiog, mutt mean that tlieir «tate -was altered 
-eUlier.for the belter or'the worse. Thej were not made 
better, for fbe fiassage. says, thej Gomeforth to cooden- 
natioD. It follows then that fliey were made niiore 
imhappj, and plvoged deeper in miser;. This, one 
jwoold .think, appears more lihe ^ffnlrln^ than raising 
4bem« Can a ringle instance be predeced i» m^irh the 
.sacred writers* or ai^ others whatever, express the des- 
troetion of Jemsalem, or aaj other city, by the term, 
•ffsarreetlonf We should call Aiat writer a raaaiac, 
whoshonid call the captore of *a city, a resttrrecfJoR. 

Again'; yoa apply this passage to the deatmction of 
Jeirusalem, at which "tine yon maiiitaia that a speciil 
jadgOMnt lode place. Now -the Jews were rewarded 
•according to their deeds, daring the ages which preceded 
the destruction of Jemsalem, or tt^ey were not. If they 
•were not, then many of them went ont of tiie world with- 
out an equitable retribution ; then many wtfl be punish- 
ed in a future world, so the system for which you con- 
'tend must be false. But if the Jews, and consequently 
•all others, w^re rewarded in this world acconfing to 
their deeds in the ages which preceded and fdfoweil 
^Iho destruction of their citjr, as they must hare bwB 
'to avoid a future punishment, then there is not tte least 
propriety in applying this passage to the apostolic ag:e. 
The passage, on your construction, teaches nothing but 
a retribution, and mi^t as well apt>ly to the iandinj; 
of our forefathers at Plymouth, as to the destruction of 
Jerusalem. For on your scheme, men are rewarded 
according to their deeds at one period, as much as at 
another. At the destruction of Jerusalem men receir-. 
ed no more than they justly merited, and according to 
your views, they have received that in all ages ; coase- 
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tion>o{; JerusAlem, no mOF4» than to the yetkt of jifUloe' 
under the Uw:^ 

The method jron adofitto.pnHre that the passage m 
Johnttpplies to the destroction of Jenisaletti* is to con'- 
aider it parallels to.tbe one Jn the ISth of DanteU which 
is sofiposed to a^ply to that eyent.^ In^ the first ptace» 
it i& not absolutely oertain ^ that the passage in Daniel 
alludes to the destractioB of Jefusalem by the Ronmns; 
But if this shoald be granted, it fafnishes no proof that' 
tbe^ passage. itt John alludes to the sameeTent. There is- 
np e?idence at jail that our Savior borrowed his language' 
from Daniel. In faet^ the iphraseologj- of-oor Savior in- 
the passage before us^ isr entMy different from that 
used'l^ Daniel. There is scarceljrohe term ussd in 
commKHi' by th^« -Now. how can it be pretended that 
OUT Savior borrowed hio language from Danie^i when - 
his language is entirelj-diffeEent from that used by the 
pfophet? But if it could beproved^thatChrist borrow- 
ed his language from -the passage in Daniel, it would 
not follow that he alluded to the same event that Daniel' 
did. Whoever has eaamined the subject with attention', 
will bev sensible, that even. when > tlie writers of the New 
Testament quote the precise language of the Old Testa- 
ment, they frequently ^accommodate it i0 tl^ sub|eet of 
which 4hej are treating^ whenv thie-' sutject '■ is entirety' 
di9erenticom'>thatlo which thie-Unguage originally' 
apjl^ed* And as this isvtrue ofiquotations^it surdr 
caonotbe pfctended that Iwo^^writers' are desefibing the 
saine^event,gbecauset their langnageis somewhat simiilar. 
All the.ae^ottntsr we hatreof the» invisible vroHd> aire 
'^ven^ iniitngptag^ botf oanedi^ fro« thie*' But 'what ration- 
al man eyer^ thought .that.Qodi pofesesaed>«'cofp(>^al 
body,, firsimc the &ot^tkukv^onb<aroifpprnfd^to himi^ii1ik/hf 
were ;cir^g|paUy (applied^ . and : ate eooatatitif applfied' ta^ 
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the human tystem ? John, io describing the Mints in 
heaven, says, they were clothed with white robes^ with 
palms in Uieir hands. But who would understand this 
in a sense strictly literal, because this language wai 
borrowed from literal objects ? 

You cannot be so ignorant of the scriptures as not to 
know that the sacred writers, when speaking upon one 
subject, frequently borrow language, which originallj 
applied to another. And will you rest your exposition 
of the passage . before us, upon a principle which you 
will admit to fail in very many cases ? Give me the 
latitude which you take to apply John v. S8, 29, to the 
destructionof Jerusalem, and I will engage to prove any 
thing, or rather to disprove every thing, and leave yoo 
in scepticism. There is not a passage in the New Tes- 
tament which you apply to a future sta|e, but that may 
be explained away in the same manner. Take for ex- 
ample I Corinthians, 15th chapter, where a resurrection 
is taught. You, who apply the passage in John to the 
destruction of Jerusalem, contend that the 24th of Mat« 
thew applies to the same event. Now there is a much 
greater similarity between the phraseology of certain 
passages in the 24th of Matthew and the 15th of Conn- 
thians, than there is between the passagein John and 
the one in Daniel. -Examples. In Matthew we read 
repeatedly of Christ^s comings in Corinthians, of ''those 
who are Christ^s at his comii?^." Matthew says, <^then 
shall the end come;^^ Paul says, *'then cometh the endJ* 
Matthew speaks ''of the sound of the trumpet ;" Paul says 
«*the trumpet shall sound." Now this proves that tiie 
apostle in the 15th of Corinthians was speaking of the 
destruction of Jerusalem, as clearly as you can prove 
that the passage in John applies to that event. In fact 
the proof is much more to the point ; for we are not un- 
der the necessity of calling in the visions of Ezekiel to 
our aid, and travelling through the visions of Daniel, b«t 
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can coiD|Mire the passages directlj together* Not only 
the 15th of Corinthians, bat every passage which yon 
apply to a fotare state» can be explained away in the 
same manner ; and did it not look too much like trifling 
with the subject, we would apply your method of inter- 
pretation to every passage which is thought to apply to a 
future state of being, and show that they can all be 
made to apply to the present world, as well as the pas- ^ 
sage in John. Perhaps you will say that there is some- 
thing in these passages which will not allow of their 
being applied to this state of being. I answer, there is 
something in the passage in John, which does not allow 
such an application, as we have already seen. I am 
fnily persuaded, that with no more ingenuity than I 
possess, I can take every passage which you apply to a 
future state, and interpret them as applying to this 
world, and justify the interpretation by arguments of 
the same nature of those which you adopt to avoid a fu- 
ture punishment. 

The exposition we have given of John y. 28, 29, is 
confirmed by other passages which speak of the resur- 
rection. When Paul was accused, and brought before 
authority, and was permitted to speak for himself, he 
says in his defence, among other things, *<And have hope 
towards God, which they themselves also allow, that 
there will be a resurrection of the dead, both of the just 
and unjust.^^ Here the apostle speaks of a resurrec- 
tion of the dead. This I think you will admit, is a lit- 
eral reeutreetum. And this resurrection is general. 
Paul not only says there shall be a resurrection of the 
dead, but he particularizes and says, **both of the just 
and unjust.^' And this he speaks of as a troth general- 
ly admitted««-a truth "which they themMves also al- 
low.*' Thus it appears that not only Paul, but the peo- 
ple generally in his day, believed in a resurrection of 

* Act! xxiv. 15. 
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the dead, both of the just and ttojast It cannot be^pre- 
tended that Paul in this passage admitted their views 
for the sake of justifying himself, for he sajs in the pas- 
sage, that he has hope towards God in this resurrection' 
' From this pKssagewe learn that there is a distinction of 
character among the dead, as weil as among tbe living. 
The apostle speaks of the dead in general ; he then di- 
vides them into two classes, the just and utgUst. This 
incontrovertibiy shows that all do not become' holj &t 
death. There will be a resurrection of the just and an- 
jdst, as such. They will retain their characters in the 
resurrection. The just will be raised to happiness ; and 
the unjust to misery; or, as our Saivior expresses it in 
the passage we have already examined^ ^they shall come 
forth unto the resurrection of damnation." The resur- 
reetion of the just and unjust, of which' the apostle 
speaks, cannot be a spiritual resurrection .; for we have 
already seen that a spiritual resurrection of the unjust 
involves a solecism ; as it supposes that they are raised 
from moral death to moral death, whichis no resurrec- 
tion at all. That rewards and punishment will be ad- 
ministered at the resurrection, appears from the language 
of the divine Teacher. "For thou shalt be recompensed 
at the resurrection of the just."* These passages plainly 
teach us that there will be a resurrection of the just and 
unjust, as such ; that one will be rewarded,' and the 
other punished ; and so they go directly to confirm the 
the exposition we have given of John v. 28, 29. From 
what has been offered upon this passage, I think it obvi- 
ously appears that there will be a general resurrection of 
the dead at some future period, and that a'\(tate of re- 
wards and punishments will follow that event. I am 
aware that you will urge the 15tii of 1st Corinthians ia 
opposHion to these views ; but tliat scripture will be 
attended to hereafter. 
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The next passage which claims our attention is Matt. 
X. 28. ''And fear not them which kill the body, but are 
notable to kill the soul; but rather fear him which is 
able to destroy both soul and body in hell." The paral- 
lel passage is Luke xiL 4^ 5» which we will transcribe^ 
"And I say unto you, my friends, be not afraid of them 
that kill the body, and after that have no more, that they 
can do : but I will forewarn you whom ye shall fear. 
Fear him, which after he bath killed, hath power to cast 
into hell ; yea, I say unto you, fear him." These passa- 
ges both relate to the same discourse of our Lord, and 
may with propriety be examined together, aff they mutu- 
ally throw light upon each other. They teach us. that 
men's power is limited by deaths They may kill the 
body, ^ but *<after that have no more that they can 
do." Biit not so with God. After he hath killed the 
body, he can cast us into hell, that is, he can punish us 
in a future state. But you say, *<I understand that the 
divine Teacher, in the instance mentioned in these pas- 
sagef , alluded to the power of God, and not to what it 
was the iviU of God to do."* This then is your inter- 
pretation of the passage ) — God is able to cast into hell 
after he hath killed the body, but it does not follow that 
he will.do \U By examining the context, we find that 
Christ Sjent out his disciples to preach and perform 
miracles. He apprised them of the danger they wQuld 
have to encounter. And to encourage them in. a faithful 
discharge of their duty to God, he utters the words of 
the passage before us* The disciples were placed in a very 
critical situation. If they were faithful to God, they ' 
drew upon themselves the severest persecution. But 
if, to ^'.void this persecution, they shrunk from their duty, 
they^dreyr upon themselves the judgments of God. In 
this -.^ying dilemma their Master addresses them^ 
^Fear not them which kill the body, but are not ^ able tq 

• Univ. Mag. Vol. 111. p. 184* 
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kill the toal ; but rather Fear him Which is able to de- 
stroy both soul and body in hell." Upon this view of 
the subject, it appears that the passage before tia was 
designed to excite their fears. But if there was no 
danger that Ood would inflict that which is here men- 
tioned, then Jesus used duplicity. He attempted to 
excite fear from a motive which did not exist. We 
must, therefore, admit that there was danger that Gtwi 
would punish us after death, or. else ascribe dupUdtj 
to a Teacher sent from heaven. 

Besides, on your exposition, the whole force of the 
passage is lost. It converts the whole into a mere 
farce. The spirit of the text, on your exposition, is this. 
Jesus with the utmost gravity says to bis followers, 
<<Fear not those who kill the body, but are not able to 
make you unhappy after death ; but I will forewarn you 
whom to fear; fear God who is able, not only to destroy 
the body, but also to make you^ unhappy after death, 
though he will not do it /" Or more briefly — fear not 
those who cannot make yon miserable after death ; but 
fear him who can, but will not \ But does not every 
person see that this is destroying the whole force of the 
pas8age-*the entire strength of the motive ? What 
should we think of a legislature which should make a 
law, and as a motive to excite obedience to that law, 
jhould declare that they were able to punish the trans- 
gressor Of the law, but were determined not to do it ? 
Such a law, with such a penalty, would be a disgrace to 
any legislature. This would virtually be inviting trans- 
gression, and telling men that they might sin with 
impunity. It would be granting them a license to tram- 
ple the law under foot. Tell a hardened wretch just 
liberated from the State Prison, that if he steals again, 
the government has power to cast him again into prison, 
but that they are determined not to exercise this power ; 
and he will Taugh at your weakness, or else will tell 
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jrou, that he cares nothiog about the fower, if it is not to 
be brought into exercise. It is not the powe^, but the 
exercise of the power which excites fear* We generally 
consider those parents unwise, who attempt to command 
the obedience of their children bj threatening them with 
a punishment which thej do not, or cannot inflict. Now 
we must either ascribe conduct of this nature to the 
Savior, or else admit that there is danger of a punish- 
ment in a future state. I will here ask, whether you 
pursue the course which your exposition attributes to 
the divine Teacher ? Do yon attempt to excite men 
to obedience by the consideration that God is able to 
puni^ them in a future state ? The farthest from it 
possible* You repeat a future retribution as impeaching 
the character of GK>d ; and as God cannot contradict 
himself, so it is impossible for him to punish his creat- 
ures after death. This is what you constantly maintain 
in sentiment at least Thus you acknowledge that the 
conduct of cur Savior was unwarranted on your exposi- 
tioDj by carefully avoiding such language yourself. 

Besides, how can you maintain that God is afr^e to 
punish men in a future state, while you contend at the 
wime time, tha^such a punishment would impeach hia 
character ? The scriptures assure us that God cannot 
lit. It is impossible for him to speak contrary to the 
truth. But this impossibility is entirely of a moral 
nature; he cannot lie consistently with his character. 
He, cannot deny himself. Now on your system, the 
same impossibility lies against punishment ip a future 
state, inflicting such a punishment, according to your 
news, would impeach the divine character as much as 
proclaiming a falsehood. With you therefore, it is as 
much impossible for God to punish his creatures in a fu- 
tare state, as it is for him to lie. Now with what pro- 
priety can you admit that God is able to inflict a punish- 
ment after death? However consistent it is for us to 
17* 
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ftdfoit that Ood is able to do this ; it it totally absurd oA 
jour system to admit that God possesses this abilitj. 
But perhaps 700 will saj that the passage would not 
teach a future puQishmeut, if it should be granted that 
God does perform that which he is here said to be able. 
1 acknowledge that jou have said, *'if a roan was de- 
stroyed, both soul and body» it appears to me that this 
man would not exist"* But it is a little surprising 
that you should make an observation like this, since yon 
are decidedly opposed to the doctrine of annihilaiion,^ 
You must know that destruction is not only threatened, 
but is actually inflicted upon some human beings4 ^^^ 
in the passages here alluded to» and in many others, the 
wicked, or some part of them, are said to be destroyed. 
And do you understand by this, that they are annihila- 
ted } No— you contend that they will all be made eter- 
nally happy. Why then do you intimate that destroy in 
the passage in question, means extinction of being? 
Nothing but a prepossession in favor of a system, would 
have induced you to make the above remark — a remark 
which you must either recal, or renounce the "restitu- 
tion of all things." You cannot be ienorant that the 
word destroy^ frequently signifies noffiing more than 
trouble, pain^ or misery. So it is perfectly evident that 
if the passage before us has its fulfilment, a future retri- 
bution will take place. 

On our exposition of the passage, the motive to fear 
God rather than man, is clear and forcible. We have 
already seen the purpose for which this passage was 
spoken. Jesus was then about to send out his disciples, 
and be told them that they would be persecuted even to 
death, for his name's sake. Thus by being faithful in 
the cause of the gospel, they were in danger of losing 

• Uniy. Mae. Vol. III. p. 134. t U. Mn^. Vol. VI. p 6. 
X 2 P^. ii. 1. Matt. vii. 13. Jer. xvIK 18. Hoi. iv. 6. aiH. 9. 
Pi. jicii. 7, xc. 3. 
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their lives; but if they were unfaithful, thejr would 
meet the disapprobation of God. Now in this critical 
situation, what course must they pursue? Must thej 
fear men, or Ood i Our Savior tells them that they 
must fear the latter. But why fear. God rather than 
man? For this good reason;— *men can put you to 
death, but there their power ceases* The injury they 
inflict cannot extend beyond the grave. But not so 
with God. He can not only take your life, but he can 
subject you to suffering in a future state. Therefore it 
becomes you to fear God rather than man. Since it is a 
fact that men would take their lives on supposition that 
they were faithful in the cause of God, it follows of 
course, tliat God would subject them to a future state of 
discipline, if they were unfaithful. Thus on the expo- 
sition we have given, the motive to fear God is strong 
and clear. But on your exposition there is no motive 
at all. You make Christ tell his followers to fear Grod 
rather than men ; and then to enforce this duty by rea- 
soning which shows that we ought to fear men as much 
as we fear God. If (|od does not inflict a punishment 
after death, the motive to fear men is equally as great as 
to fear God. Men can not only put us to death, but 
they can, as Jesus expresses it in the context, persecute 
and scourge, before they inflict death ; that is, they can 
put us to death in the most lingering, painful manner. 
And on your system, God can do no more. Hence you 
have no motive at all to fear God rather than man. But 
on our exposition, as we have seen, the motive is power- 
ful, and the reasoning cogent. 

Since our Savior would not reason inconclusively, nor 
use deceit, it is manifest that there is a probability, that 
God will inflict a punishment upon those who are diso* 
bedient ; and that this punishment will extend beyond 
the grave. It also appears from the context that the 
motive which our Savior presented was a real motive. 
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For both Matthew and Lake^ ia th^ immediate connex- 
ion, say that Christ wiU t^ect those who ryect him* 
Matthew says, verses S2d and 33d, '^Whosoever, there' 
fore, shall confess me before men, him will I confess 
also before my Father which is in heaven. But whoso* 
ever shall deny me before men^ hint will I also deny 
before my Father which is in heaven?^ lliis passage 
makes it perfectly evident that the panishment which 
God is able to inflict after he hath destroyed the body, 
will be inflicted. We have already seen the Bituatioa 
in which the disciples were placed. They must either 
fear Ood or man. Jesus says to them in the 28th verse, 
«<But rather fear him which is able to destroy both soul 
and body in hell.'' Here the fear of Ood is enforced 
by the consideration that God is able to panish in a 
futore state. In verse 29th, he tells us that God takes 
cognizance of all things, even the fall of a sparrow ; in 
verse 30th, that the hairs on our heads are all numbered, 
and in verse 31st, that we are of more value than many 
sparrows. Then follows the passag;e we have already 
quoted. ^'Whosoever, therefore, shall confess me before 
men, him will I confess," &c. Thus we see that the 
32d and 33d verses, which declare that Christ will 
confess those, who confess him ; and toill deny those, 
who deny him, are inferred from the preceding ver- 
ses. In verse 38th, Jesus says, that God is able to 
cast into hell, after the body is destroyed, and in 
verses fi9th, 30th» and 31st, he tells us that God's 
knowledge and power extend to every event. He then 
infers from these verses, that those who confess him, 
will be confessed, but those who deny him, will be deni- 
ed by God. That the ddd and 33d verses are an infer- 
ence from the 28th, S9th, 30th, and 31st, appears evident 
from their being introduced mth^therefore. "Whosoever, 
therefore, shall confess me," &c. The argument of our 
•Savior is perspicuous and forcible. It is briefly this ;— 
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Since God is able to cast ioto hell, after he hath killed 
the bodj, and takes cognizance of all events ; it follows 
that those who denj roe, will be denied by God. This, 
then, settles the question entirely. It shows in the 
clearest manner, that that punishment which God, in 
verse 28th, is said to be able to inflict, will be inflicted 
upon the disobedient Those who deny Christ, will be 
denied by him. It is unnecessary to inquire whether 
any do deny Christ, because it will be readily admitted 
that he is denied by thousands. It will be of no avail to 
say here, that the passage does not say that Chiist will 
deny them in a future state ; for St Luke, in the par- 
allel passage, says expressly, that God has power to cast 
into hell, after the body is destroyed ; which clearly 
shows that tlie punishment is beyond the grave. 

The d2d and S3d verses furnish us with an argument 
in another point of view. It Is frequently said by the 
advocates of your system, that the passage, '*Fear not 
them which kill the body,'' &c. was addressed only to his 
disciples. But in the 32d and 33d verses, this sentiment 
or principle is made generaL **ff^husoever shall confess 
me.'' Thus we see that this passage is made of general 
application ; it embraces not only tlie disciples, but 
men universally. Whoever has read the New Testa- 
ment with attention, must be sensible that in very 
many case?, what is addressed to the disciples applies to 
others as well as to them. Who ever thought that those 
excellent instructions, contained in Christ's Sermon on 
the mount, did not apply to all men, from the fact that 
it was addressed to Christ's disciples? But if the 
scriptures apply to those only to whom they were at 
first addressed, we may close our Bibles immediately, 
for nothing in them applies to us. It is strange that 
men, to support a system, will lay down principles which 
destroy Christianity itself. We have now oflered all 
that is thought necessary to meet your exposition of 
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the passage* We have seen, that in order to free the 
diviDe Teacher from the charge of duplicity, we must 
admit that Ood will punish men after the death of the 
bod/ ; and this our Savior confirms in the immediate 
connexion, by saying, that those who deny him before 
men, shall be denied by him before his Father in 
heaven. 

That there is great difficulty itt recbnciling this pas- 
aage with your system, appears evident from the numer- 
ous and contradictory expositiona, Which have been given 
of the text by the abetters of your views. Mr. Kneelahd 
gives two different interpretations of this passage. lo 
the first place, he explains it as you do. Re then 
becomes dissatisfied with this exposition^ and in the 
same controversy, he adopts the following as its mean- 
ing—Fear not men who can kill the body, but fear men 
who can not only kill the body, hut leai)e W unburied 
after it is dead!* I will not attempt to confute this 
wild exposition, but wi^l content myself with remarking 
that our author must be in great distress for his favorite 
system, to have recourse to an exposition like this. ' But 
Mr. Balfour's imagination is too fruitful to be confined 
to ttpo interpretations. In the first place, he explains 
the term soul, expl^ively, that is, to have no signijiea- 
tion, and usedord^fto fill up the sentence; and then the 
. term soul is explained to signify animal life, in direct 
opposition to his first interpretation. At one time, (de- 
stroy is explained to signify anni/ti^afion ; at another, to 
signify misery at the destruction of Jerusalem; And 
after all; there is no certainty that this punishment will 
be inflicted upon any one ; for it is not said th at God 
will do it, but only that he is able.t All these variioos 
and contradictory views are given by Mr. B. and he, 

* Christ, Repository, Vol. HI. pp. 53, 60, 61. Also FhSiud^]- 
f)hia tJniv. Magazine, 
-t Balfour^s Inquiry, pp. 189-*S14«. 
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when treating upon this passage, adopts first one, and 
then another of these expositions, as best answers his 
purpose. Now this multiplicity of interpretations* 
which have beep given of the text by the defenders of 
your system, is proof positive thatihe passage does not 
naturally correspond with; your views. What else 
could have induced M^asrs. Kneeland and Balfour to 
offer such various and discordant constructions ? 

Before dismissing this subject, I have a few remarks 
to offer upqn . Mr. B.'s labors upon this text In his 
Inquiry and Reply, he. has about 50 pages to reconcile 
this passage with his views— a circumstance which plain- 
ly shows that he found no small share of difficulty. In 
the $rst place,. Mr. B. tells us that the term soul, is used 
expletively in Matthew. In proof of this, he says that 
Iiuke does not mention any thing but the body ; and if 
Matthew by the word soul, meant the immortal part of 
man, there is a great deficiency in Luke's language in 
relating this discourse of our Lord's.* Now if we look 
at these passages, I think we shall find no deficiency in 
Luke's language, on supposition that Matthew meant 
the immortal part of man by the term soul. Matthew 
says, ''Fear not them which kill the body, but are not 
able; to kill the soul ; but rather fear him which is able 
to deistroy both soul and body in hell." Now let us 
look at Luke's language. **I say unto you, my friends, 
be not afraid of them that kill the body, and after that, 
have no more that they can dp. But I will forewarn you 
whom ye shall f^ar* Fear him which, after he hath killed, 
hath power to ca$t into hell ; yea, I say unto you, fear 
him«" .We have nonf both passages before us, and 
^n.examinat^op, we shall find that they teach one and 
the fwm thing. , , 

In, the fijTst place, Matthew says, <<fear not them that 
kill the Ag^j^, tot^re not abletokiU thssouU^ Luke 
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Mjf, «1>e not afraid of them that kill (he body, and ofier 
ihat have no more that thtff can do.** Now it appearo 
that Luke recognizes the same distinction between soa^ 
and body, as is expressed by Matthew. <^Pear not them 
that kill the hody.^ Why did Luke mention the My^ 
if he meant to convey the idea, that every thing pertain- 
ing to man died with the body ? By speaking of the 
body, he implies that man possesses something besides 
the body ; something which survives it, and is not de- 
pendent upon it for existence. Suppose I should say of 
Gen. Warren» who fell in our struggle for independence, 
that his head was killed at Charlestown. Would nst 
every person consider this as very singular language? 
They would. Mr. B. himself would say, that it was 
absurd, as it implied that the rest of his body was not 
killed. For he would say, if his whole body wan killed, 
why mention the head in particular? Every person at 
all acquainted with language, would say that it was ab- 
surd to say of the General, or of any other person, that 
hifi head was killed, since the head and body always die 
together. Just so absurd must St Luke's langaage ap- 
pear in speaking of the death of the body, unless he meant 
to recognize something which outlives the bodjr, and 
which Matthew expresses by the term soul. Thus we 
see that the language of Luke cannot be understood 
without involving an absurdity, unless we admit that he 
recognizes the distinction between soul and body, which 
is expressed by Matthew. By the single term body^ 
therefore, used as it is by Luke, all is virtually taught, 
which is expressed by the other evangelist. 

Bat further— Luke says, *'Fear not them that kill the 
body, and after that have no more that they can doJ^ 
It is necessarv to keep in mind that Christ in this pas- 
sage was speakiDg of what was calculated to excite fear. 
He says, as Luke records it, that men can kill the body, 
and there their power ceases ; "after that they have no 
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more that thej can do.'' No more that they can do to 
what? Not to the body; fbr they can do what they 
please to that. But whatever is done to the dead body 
does not iqvre the deceased, and no is no motive to ex- 
cite fean Here we see that there is no propriety in the 
sentence, and after that have no more that they can do^ 
unless there is something which survives the body«,andia 
beyond the grasp of human beings. Thus we see that 
Luke's language cannot be understood consistently^ un- 
less we admit that he means the same by the sentence, 
"and after that [[death] have no more thftt they can do^'^ 
as Matthew means by the sentence, **but cannot kill the 
soul." In fact, the expressions h&ve one and the same 
meaning, on all fair rules of interpretation. But Luke 
does not stop here; He says, "But I will forewarn you 
whom ye shaH fear; fear him, which nfter he bath killed, 
hath power to cast into hell." Cast what into hell after 
he hath killed the body ? Not the body alone ; for cast- 
ing the dead body into hell or Gehenna, would have no 
weight in exciting fear ; and we have already seen that 
this fiict was mentioned to move Christ's followers to 
fear Qod. But if it was the body alone that God could 
cast into Gehenna after deatfau as some pretend, there 
would be nro motive at all to fear God rather than man. 
For men can cast the dead body into hell or Gehenna as 
well' as God. The meaning of this part of the passage , 
is obvious. God, after he hath killed the body, hath 
power to caKtthe soul, or after the resurrection, is able 
to cast both soul and body into hell. Now in the pas- 
sage, as recorded by Luke, there is a complete antithe- 
sis. We are commanded not to fear men, but to fear 
G^. l%e former is -supported by the consideration, 
that men can kill the body only, ''and after that they 
have no more that they can do ;'^ they cannot afflict the 
soul after death ;— the latter is supported by the conside- 
ration, that the divine Being is not so limited ; he, <<after 
18 
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he hath killed, hath power to cast into hell ;" that is, he 
can do what tnen cannot ; he can afflict the soul after 
death, which is beyond the power of human beings. This 
is the sentiment taught bj Luke, and this is precisely the 
idea conveyed by Matthew. Thus we see that there is no 
deficiency in the language of Luke, on supposition that the 
wordsottZ in Matthew menxk^ihe immortal part of man. 
Their language is a little different, but the same idea is 
taught by both the evangelists. 

All that Mr. B. has said about the term souPs being 
used expletively, and about the deficiency of Luke's 
language, amounts to nothing. This in fact he confess- 
es himself; for after laboring some time to prove that the 
term soul is used expletively ^ or is a mere Hebrew tdtom, 
he abandons this ground as untenable, and then tells us 
that the term soul signifies natural or animal life. Now 
it ought to be remarked here, that when Mr. B. gives up 
his first position, that the word soul is a Hebraism, or is 
used expletively, and explains it to signify animal life, 
he admits a distinction made by Matthew between soul 
and body, as much as those do, who explain the term 
soul to mean the immortal part of man. He considers 
the word soul to mean animal life, and thus admits that 
the terms soul and body, have different significations, and 
convey different ideas. Now as Mr. B. makes the terms 
soul and body in Matthew, convey different ideas, as 
' much as those who explain the soul to mean the immor- 
tal part of man, if there is any deficiency in Luke's lan- 
guage on supposition that the soul means the immortal 
spirit, there is the same deficiency on supposition that 
the word soul means animal life. But does Mr. B. ad- 
mit that there is any deficiency in Luke's language ? 
Does he acknowledge that it falls short in any particu- 
lar, in conveying the same idea which Matthew has ex- 
pressed ? No; he tells us that both passages convey 
precisely the same idea. He has even inserted a note at 
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the end of his book, to show that he does not allow 
*Hhat Matthew has expressed more than was included 
in the mode of expression used bj Luke."* Thus does 
Mr. B. himself* though in direct opposition to his own 
statement* labor to show that what we have been plead- 
ing for, is correct ; he contends with us* that nothing 
more is expressed by Matthew than is implied bj Luke. 
Mow if what Mr. B. has said concerning the term 
souPb being a Hebraism, be true^ then all he has said 
concerning its signifying animal life, must be false ; and 
if what he has said in favor of the latter be true, then 
what he has said in favor of the /ormer mustbe/obe. 
This is self-evident. For if the term soul be used ex« 
pletively, and have no meaning, as he first contends, 
then surely he cannot with any consistency pretend* that 
it signifies animal life. But although these interpreta- 
tions are in direct opposition to each other* Mr. B. 
uses first one* and then the other* as best answers his 
purpose. He appears to set out with this principle* viz. 
that a future retribution shall he put down ; and to this 
end he is disposed to sacrifice ever^ thing, even his own 
consistency. 

Mr. B. tells us that the Greek term, x^x^* rendered 
soii^, in this passage* and its corresponding Hebrew 
word, i^dJ, signify animal life. But how does he 
prove this? Why, he makes learned quotations from 
Whitby and others* to show that these words frequently 
signify mere animal life. But to what does this amount } 
Because the Greek term, xpvxtf, frequently signifies ani- 
mal life, does it thence follow that it has always this sig- 
nification ? Because it signifies animal life in passages 
where the sense requires this meaning, shall we con- 
clude that it must have this meaning in other passages, 
where the sense does not require, but absolutely forbids 
^^ This is what Mr. B.'s argument requires of us. 

♦ ^§e Wote A, p, 443. 
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But where would such reasonuig lead us? Mr. B. telk 
us that it is not ^fvx% ^^^\» which is used in acr^>tore 
to signify the immortal part of man, but nvivfu^, spirit. 
It is Ttvevfia, and not i/^v/tji he informs us» which the 
sacred writers use to ei)>ress that part of man which 
sever dies.* But suppose we. should iuatitttte th« same 
inquiry concerning the use of xvevfia, as Mr. B* has 
done concerning the use of ywjrjf should we not £nd 
that this term also is frequently used to signify some- 
thing different from the immortal spirit? Yes — the 
same Mr. B. has furnished this labor for us. He tells 
us el8ewhere,t that the Greek word, mevfitc, and its 
corresponding Hebrew word, nn, which are translated 
spirit, frequently have other significations* He iias enu . 
merated about one hundred and siarty instances, in which 
these words are rendered, windt east wind, whirlwind* 
side, UasU air, breath, cool, large, shovek refredud, 
apaeei, courage, quarters, respite, snlargemenU their no- 
bles, anger, &c. Besides, he tells us that they are used 
to signify the person or individual, &c. &c. &c. 

Now if we should introduce Mr. B.^s argument which 
he applies to the use of the term, tpvxti, we should ar- 
gue the immortal soul or spirit out of existence. We 
might take any passage, which is thought to teach us that 
man possesses an immortal spirit, and say as Mr. B. does 
concerning ^w/^, that the terjn, nv^vfua and its corres- 
ponding Hebrew term, signify wind in scores of passa- 
ges, therefore this passage does not prove that man pos- 
sesses an immortal spirit. By reasoning in this manneri 
we might becom^ Sadducees in good earnest. I cannot 
believe that Mr- 8. iotend^ to undermine our holy reli- 
gion, but I must be permitted to say, that I do think hig 
writings go more to support naturalism than ObristisDi- 
ty. But in hijs Reply to Sabine, Mr. B. grows more confix 
dent than in his Inquiry. He tells us in the Replj that 

* Inq. pp. 206, 207, 208. t Evan. Repertory, and U. Mag. 
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the term tpvzrj, does not in a siogle instance signifj the 
immortal part of man. My limits will not permit my ex- 
amining; the passages in which the term xpvzv occurs, but 
I will just remark, that Mr. B. maintains that the sotti 
frequently signifies the mind. Now what idea Mr. B- 
would attach to the immortal part of man, I know not 
I presume however, that he would admit that if there is 
any part of man which survives the death of the body, it 
is something which is capable of thought and perception. 
And what is this but the mind of man ? I should be 
obliged to Mr. B. if he would inform me what idea he 
would attach to the immortal part of man, different from 
what he would attach to his mind. Admit then that 
yn;/?? frequently signifies the mind, as Mr. B. contends ; 
this is admitting all that we ask ; for we conceive that 
the mind is the very thing which outlives the body* 
Again, Mr. B. tells us that xpvxfi frequently signifies the 
person or individual. But this is no more to his purpose 
than the other. This is a common figure of speech, in 
which a part is put for the whole. In those passages* 
the whole man is expressed by a term which, strictly 
speaking, applies only to a part. But this language is 
founded upon the principle, that man does possess a 
soul as well as a body, and that this soul is one essen- 
tial part of his nature. So instead of confuting, this upe 
of the term tpv/ti* goes directly to establisif the idea for 
which we contend. 

But Mr. B. assures us that the word soul, {iirvxtj) gen-> 
crally signifies animal life.* We readily adlmit that 
this term signifies animal life in some passages, bi^t what 
has this to do with Matt. x. 28 ? Let us for a' dl^ment 
look at the passage. ''Fear not them which kill the body, 
but are not able to kill the soul.'' Let the term soul 
mean what it may, one thing is obvious, viz. I^at it i§ 



• Reply, p. in. 
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$0m4Oiing which 9urvive$ th$ My* and s^isnoi depm* 
dent ufOB U for ife axkiencef But en* this be said of 
fliers iHtimo/ l^e f Bj «9 m^iins* tSlling the bod^, ii 
iriUiiy tb0 /i/e. By iDterpreting 4)ie |«riii 9ou\ to signi- 
fj life, tiin^ wbol^ force ^nii coiwi^tmoj of the fssisge 
«jre l^st On ttM^t i«t«rpretfttkA the a^^nttmeiii of Uie 
|MMag« 19, "fear ikat tli^«i that kill tb^ life, bttt caiicot 
kill ib^ Jife !" Mr. 9. ^13% ''tliAs vr«uld in4eeri ^ an 
abaiu-d cDVsieqiienee^" biiit he eonteiida tli«pt this is nat t 
€9Q$equejice draw^i bj hin^elf,* It i» ^rue ti^t Mr. B. 
doea QjDt draw this iuference. but be laja d«wa the pre- 
nia^a fro^ which this inference flows, and that neceasa- 
rilj. H^ aiijsthat the W4)rd aou^ in ^hia paa4«ge» iDean« 
animal Hie. Of thia be iiS ao very cpnfiden^t, that be 
thinks be can convince cvivy candid man. tlmt hia state- 
ipent is correctt Ber« then is on^ of the iM-emises 
clearljr laid down^ The other i« thia ;-^iIlwg the bed/ 
is killing animal life. This ia a aeif*evid.ent pr^iiMoai- 
tion. Animal life cannpt exist without the existence of 
the body, and the body cannot live without the exist- 
ence of animal life. To aay th^t aiumal life can exist 
without the existence of that animal bodj, of which it is 
the life, is a plain contradiction. And it is equally con- 
tradictory to say that the body can live without the life 
which constitutes it a living; body. So it is evident, 
even to demonstration, that killing the body is killing 
the life. Now on supposition that the ii^m soul means 
animal life as he contends, the conclusioa is fair and 
logical. Thus-— 

The term soul signifies animal life ; 

Animal life cannot exist without the e^stence of the 
animal body ; 

Therefore killing the body, is killing the animal life. 

Heni^e the sentiment of the passage, on his interpreta- 
tion, is, fear not those who kill the life, but cannot kill 
the life. 

• R'jply, p. 110. t Reply, p. 112. 
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This is a just coDBequ«nc€ from Mr.B/s «x|iMtion ef 
the passage, and it is not in bis power to avoid it« Id 
fact, he . admits it true in one sefise. He eays, «It is 
killing or destroji^g the life from this world.'' But he 
sajs, '^Men cannot kill the life, so as to prevent its rean<- 
imating the bodjr ; but Ood can not only kill the bod j, 
but prevent its ever living again. God's power reachea 
to this ; for he is able to destroy the life» or io other 
words» never raise the person to lifeagain.'"^ tiere Mr. 
B. acknowledges that kilting the body is killing the 
life, as far as it relates to this world. But how is it 
with regard to the future? He says, men cannot pre- 
vent the life's reaninkating the body. This is true, and 
it is equally true that they cannot prevent the body's 
being raised from the dead. Men can prevent tlie life's 
reanimating the body^ as much as they can prevent the 
body's becoming the receptade of the life. Their pow^ 
er is equally limited with regard to bolli. When they 
kill the body therefore, they kill the life at the same 
time, and io precisely the same sense* If killing the one 
relates to this world, killing the other relates to this 
world also. But Mr. B. says that men cannot kill the 
life, jBo as to prevent its living again. The same majr be 
said of the body. The scriptures tlecUre that God will 
quicken our mortal bodisSf as well as give us life. In 
fact, doing one is doing the other. So there is no way for 
Mr. B. to avoid this conclusion, which he himself ac- 
knowledges to be absurd. He admits that killing the 
body is killing the life, as far sa lit relatea to this world, 
and we have seen that the same is true as it relates 
to the future. Hence he makes our Savior say, "fear 
not them that kill the lifci but cannot ksU the life ; but 
rather fear him which is able to dtUmj both life and 
life in hell." 

But Mr. B.'s zeal to pull down a future retribution, 

• Inq. pp. 205, 206. 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



801 LETTER VI. 

hat ioToWed hin in another absurdity. In these passa- 
ges Mr. fi. says, men are ^'dissuaded from the /ear o/ 
man, and the ftar of Qod is strongly inculcated upon 
them,*^^ Bat how is this fear inculcated ? Not by what 
God can do in this world, for Mr. B. acknowledf;es that 
men do as much as God does in this state, to excite fear. 
Men can kill the body, and killing the body is killing 
the life, as far as it relates to the present state. Now if 
to fear God rather than man is strongly inculcated^ God 
must do something more than to kill the body, and con- 
sequently the life, in the present world ; and what this 
something is, Mr. B. has informed us. He says in lan- 
guage already cited, "Qod is able to destroy the life, or 
in other words, never raise the person to life again.^ 
Here Mr. B. sdmits that the passage applies to a future 
state. Men, he says, cannot prevent the life's reanima< 
ting the body in a future world, though they can destroy 
both body and life in this. But God can do more ; he 
can refrain from raising them from the dead. Now as 
Mr. B. will not pretend that the resurrection of the body 
takes place in this world, so he is compelled to admit, 
after all his labor to the contrary, that the fear of God is 
"strongly inculcated" by the consideration of what God 
can do in a future state. Mr. B. tells us again and 
again, that this passage applies to this world, and is con- 
fined to tlie destruction of Jerusalem. But after all 
this labor, he is constrained to acknowledge that the 
passage applies beyond the grave. 

But after all Mr. B.'s labor to prove that the term soul 
means animal life, he appears to give it all up, and con- 
cludes upon the whole that this term is used expletive ly, 
and is a *«mere Hebrew idiom." By saying this, he de- 
nies that the term soul means animal life, as has already 
been shown, and need not be repeated again. That Mr. 
B. does give up the idea, that the soul means animal life, 

* Inq. p. 189. 
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and finally espouse his first interpretation, that it is a 
Hebraism, ma; be seen bj his closing remarks npon 
these passages, both in the Inquiry and in the Reply.* 
Yes — before he leaves these passages, he brings up the 
interpretation he first gave, though this is in direct op- 
position to the drift of his labors upon the texts.— But 
Mr. B. tells us that the passage does not say that God 
will inflict such a punishment, but only that he is able to 
do it. This part of his interpretation corresponds with 
yours, and has already been examined. I will however 
offer one remark upon this statement of Mr. B.^s. He 
tells us repeatedly that this passage is parallel k> Matt, 
xxiii. 3d, and so applies to the destruction%f Jerusalem. 
Now according to his representation, we must conclude 
that Jerusalem has not been taken, and never will be ; 
for he tells us, it is not said that God will do it, but only 
that he is able. As to his remarks that the terms kiU 
and destroy may mean antti&i/aHon, I will only observe* 
that as he contends that this is not his opinion, and ihftt 
annihilation does not follow on his interpretation of the 
passage, it does not follow on ours. 

I should not have detained you so long in remarking 
upon Mr. B. had not bis Inquiry been esteemed by ma- 
ny almost as an oracle, and had he confined himself to 
any one interpretation. From what has been offered 
upon this passage, I trust it is apparent that the term 
soul signifies the immortal spirit ; something which men 
cannot affect, though they kill the body ; and that God is 
to be feared fro4n the consideration that he is able to de- 
stroy, that is, afflict or punish the sinner after death. 
We have also seen that it must have been probable that 
such a punishment would be inflicted, otherwise we must 
charge the Son of God with duplicity; and this inter- 
pretation is confirmed bj the Savior, who tells us ex* 
pressly, in the immediate connexion, that those who de^ 
ny him, shall be denied in return. 

* Inq. p. 444. Replj, p. 121. 
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Tour attention is next requested while we attend to 
Luke xvi. 19 to Si inclusive. "There was a certain ricb 
man, which was clothed in purple and fine linen, and 
fared sumptuously everj day : and there was a certain 
beggar named Lazarus, which was laid at his gate, full 
of sores, and desiring to be fed with the crumbs which 
fell from the rich man's table : moreover the doe;s came 
and licked his sores. And it came to pass, that the beg- 
gar died) and was carried bj the angels into Abraham's 
bosom. The rich man also died, and was buried ; and 
in hell he lifted up Uis eyes, being in torments, and 
seeth Abrahamiii^r off, and Lazarus in his bosom. And 
he cried, anosaid, Father Abraham, have mercy on me, 
and send Lazarus, that he may dip the tip of his finger 
in water, and cool my tongue, for I am tormented in this 
flame. But Abraham said. Son, remember that thou in 
thy lifetime receivedst tliy good things, and likewise 
Lazarus evil things: but now he is comforted, and 
thou art tormented. And besides all this, between 
us and you there is a great gulph fixed ; so that they 
which would pass from hence to you, cannot ; neither 
can they pass to us, that would come from thence. 
Then he said, I pray thee therefore, father, that thou 
wouldest send him to my father's house : for I have five 
brethren ; that he may testify unto them, lest they also 
come into this place of torment. Abraham saith unto 
him, They have Moses and the prophets : let them hear 
them. And he said, Nay, father Abraham, but if one 
went unto them from the dead, they will repent And 
he said unto him, If they hear not Moses and the pro- 
phets, neither will they be persuaded, though one rose 
from the dead." 

As detecting error is frequently necessary to the dis- 
covery of truth, we Will, in the first place, examine yoar 
interpretation of the passage, and in order thereto, we 
will notice several obaervi^tioqs which have been made 
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by difterent advocates for your exposition. We are 
sometimes told, that aniess we admit this to be a parable^ 
we must understand the whole literally. — ^But every 
person who is but superficially acquainted with language, 
must know that in every literal history, thece is some 
figurative language. Inattention to this plain principle 
has led to the remarks we are now considering. Mr. 
Balfour and Mr. Pickering inform us, that on tiie com- 
mon interpretation, we roust admit that the rich roan 
was punished in a future state, for no other crime thaA 
being rich.* And Mr. P. adds that the beggar went to 
heaven, only because he was poor, and full of aom. I 
shall direct my remarks on this subject entirely to Mr. 
P. partly because they are not so pertinent on Mn B.'s 
exposition of the passage, and partly because we shall 
examine Mr. B.'s exposition hereafter. Now did it not 
once occur to Mr. P. that, if there was any difficulty on 
this subject, he was involved in it, as much as others ? 
On his interpretation he admits, that the rich man expe- 
rienced deep mental affliction. And I will here submit 
the question to him, was this for the crime of being 
rich? The beggar, he admits, entered into the joys of 
the gospel. And I ask again, was this solely for being 
poor and full of sores ? Mr. P. must see that the 
absurdity he would charge upon others, is equally charge- 
able upon himself. If God can punish men in this world, 
who have never committed any crimes, he can do the same 
in the future. The principle is the same in both cases, 
and the latter does not impeach the character of God 
any mor<e than the former. 

But does Mr. P. believe that the rich man was guilty 
of no crime ? He does not. Though he says, *^no crime 
is specified against him,'' he contends that the rich man 
represents the Jewifh nation, which for her sins, was 

• Balfour^s R^pljf P* 78, and Piokering'i Sermon, vi. Carpen- 
ttr, p. S3, Slc 
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rejected bj Oed. H« adttits tliat this parable is paral- 
lel to the 25th of Matthew, where the Jews are repre- 
sented, as he contends^ as being rejected for crimes, 
there enamerated/ and also parallel to the parable of 
the wheMt and tares, where he admits that the tares sre 
the ehiUren of the denil in tharacter* He contends thst 
the rich man received his panishment in the apostolic 
age, in which Christ came to reward men acconltiig^ to 
their deeds* In this manner he admits the rich man to 
be a sinner, though he is not chained with any crime in 
the passage in question. 'Now if Mr. P. will grsnt others 
the same liberty which he takes himself, they can easily 
free themselves from the absardiiy which he would fix 
upon them. Relative to the point before us, I will ob- 
serve, that as sin and misery are always united, the er- 
istence of the one, supposes the being of the other. Anj 
passage of scripture which informs us that any tndividu- 
ai is a sinner, virtually tells us, that he is, or mil be 
punished, though the passage itself may express nothing 
relative to punishment. And so on the other hand^anj 
passage which informs us, that an individual is punished, 
i^irtoaliy informs us, that be has committed sin, though 
nothing of this is expressed in the passage. This is s 
principle which I am confident Mr. P. will admit, and 
this entirely does away the force of his statement o« 
which we have been remarking. 

Mr. P. indulges himself a little farther, and gives as 
to understand, that if his representation of the passage 
be rejected, we mvstt^onstder it all literal, and saadmit 
the Christian^ heaven is the bostnn efaman, &e; Now 
if Mr. P. designed this as a specimen of wit, or ar liisre 
play upon words, we grant that it possesses somemcffit; 
bftt if he designed it as an argument of any weight, we 
must say that he has utterly (idled of his ot^ect; Skip- 
pose we should apply the same roles of interpicetalioo 
to Mr. P.'s own language. Take for instance,. lUKtwbere 
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he is speaking in parables, bat where he is describing vi- 
sible objects. Describing the face of the earth, he says, 
"The luxuriant vales, clad with a vernal carpet ; the nu- 
merous streamlets, pouring their willing tribute into the 
bosom of the deep," &c.* Here we might adopt Mr. P.'s 
principle of interpretation, and saj that this must all be 
understoo<) as a parable, otherwise we must absurdly 
suppose that the valleys trear literal garments made of 
carpeting, and that the streams are literal beings, pos- 
sessed of free will, and from choice pay a literal tribute 
to the ocean, which receives it in her bosom! What 
would Mr. P. say to such remarks upon his language? 
He would undoubtedly say that they showed more of the 
wit than of the logician ; and this is precisely the cha- 
racter of his remarks now before us. 

Before attending to your exposition of the text, I wish 
to offer a few words upon the nature of parables, and 
the principle of expounding them. A parable is an in- 
vented story told in a literal form. They are designed 
tn teach some important truth, and to enforce it more 
powerfully upon the mind. And though parables are 
only fictions, they are always founded upon some prin- 
ciple which is true; In this point of light, there is no 
difference between a parable and a literal history. 
Those who agree with you in opinion, are very fond of 
calling the scripture now before us, a parable. But 
vhat of that ? A parable is as true as any literal histo- 
^J' It matters not whether this scripture be a parable* 
or a literal history j the doctrine it teaches, is precisely 
the same on either construction. An able writer justly 
observes, that if it be a literal history, it teaches what 
'^taken place; and if it be a parable, it teaches what 
way take place.t So far as it regards the doctrine ta\ight, 
it is of no consequence whether it be a parable or not, 

* SennoD on Luke xis. 38, p. 5. 
"^ See Dr. A. Clark, on the passage. 
19 
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In order to a right understaQdiug of the parables of our 
Lord, {t is aecessarj to observe the purpose for whkti 
they were introduced. The parables are generallj in- 
troduced for one purpose only, and ought to be interpre- 
ted as bearing upon that point in particular. Nothing is 
farther from the design of the parables ofthe New Tes- 
tament, than to have them interpreted in such a manner 
as to make every sentence and word teach some impor- 
tant doctrine — some separate truth. For instance ; in 
the parable of the lost sheep, there is no particular idea 
conveyed by the number, an hundred; any other num- 
ber would have answered the same purpose. Accord- 
ingly we find in the very next parable, spoken for the 
very same purpose, that our Savior uses the number ten. 
<'0r, what woman having ten pieces of silver.'' So in 
the parable of the prodigal son, where the father said. 
"Bring forth the best robe, and put it on him ; and put a 
ring upon his hand, and shoes upon his feet; and bring 
hither the fatted calf, and kill it ;" — we are not to sup- 
pose that the robe, ring, shoes, and calf teach any sepa- 
rate truths, or are designed to represent any distinct 
points of doctrine. The whole sentence quoted only 
goes to show that the father received him joyfully, and 
treated him kindly. Any person who attempts to inter- 
pret the parables in such a manner, as to make every 
expression teach some distinct truth, may show his in- 
genuity, but he does it at the expense of the more valua- 
ble properties of his mind. There are always some 
leading points in every parable, and to these all the or- 
namental parts ought to be kept in subserviency. 

We will now give a brief view of your interpretatioD 
of the passage, and compare its several parts together, 
and the whole with the scriptures. Your views appear 
to be these — 1. The rich man represents the high priest 
under the law. The death of the rich man is the close 
of the law dispensation ; and his burial represents the 
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high pFiest "closed up in his earthly character and na- 
ture.'' The rich man's torment after his death, repre- 
sents the state of misery into which the Jews went after 
the destruction of their city a.nd temple. And the great 
gulf signifies the purpose of God. 2. The beggar repre- 
sents the Gentiles, and his death, the conversion of the 
Gentiles to Christianity. Abraham's bosom represents 
the faith of Abraham, or the gospel.* 

These appear to be the leading features of your in- 
terpretation. I have not mentioned every particular 
contained in your Notes, because they have no direct 
bearing upon our subject. We will now consider the 
particulars we have transcribed. — 1. You say the rich 
man represents the high priest under the law. But 
what evidence do you produce in proof of this? No- 
thing bit the following ; — "The rich man's clothing was 
purple and^ne (inen,a garment which Moses was com- 
manded to put upon Aaron, the first high priest." Bvk 
is it certain that one person is designed to represent 
another, because two articles of their clothing happen to 
be of the same kind or color ? Would any jury convict a 
prisoner arraigned for murder, when they had no evi- 
dence that he was the murderer, only that one article of 
his clothing was of the same general kind, and the other 
of the same general color, as that worn by the perpetra- 
tor of the horrid act ; especially when this clothing was 
in general use among certain classes of men? They 
would not; they would consider it no evidence at all. 
Now this is a just representation of the argument before 
us. The high priest was not the only person who wore 
purple and fine linen. We are told on sacred authority, 
that Mordecai wore not only purple and^we linen^ but 
also gold and blue — two other ingredients in the dress 
of Aaron. ''^ Here is a ihuch greater resemblance be- 
tween Mordecai and the high priest, than there is be- 

» J?ot98 gn the Paraljles, pp. 248—277. t Est. viii. ^6, 
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tween the rich man and the high priest. Their gar- 
ments corresponded, not in two particulars onlj, but in 
four. But no person was ever led bj this coincidence to 
conclude that Mordecai was the high priest, or a repre- 
sentation of him. Now we have just as much proof that 
the rich man represented Mordecai, as jou have that he 
represented the high priest The woman seen in John's 
vision^ was clothed in purple.* It is also said of Baby- 
loo, that she ''was clothed in fine linen and purple^ ^and 
scarlet* and decked with gold, and precious stones, and 
pe4rls«''f Here is a description which would corres- 
pond vastly better with the garments of the high priest, 
than that given of the rich man in the passage before as. 
But who ever considered Babylon a figure of the high 
* priest ? Once more ; the prophet represents the city of 
Tyre as clothed in purple and fine linen,% The city is 
here put for the people ; bence it is evident that purpU 
and Jlne linen waa a common dress among them. Now 
what authority have jou to say that the rich man, clo- 
thed in purple tLud fine linen, alluded to the high priest 
under the law, when this dress was generallj worn by 
the wealthy ? There is not, in fact, one particle of proof 
that our Savior alluded to the high priest. This part of 
your interpretation, therefore, is entirely destitute of 
support. 

Next comes the detUh of the rich man. Tou saj, *'fiy 
the death of the rich man, I understand the close of that 
dispensation which gave him all the preeminence, which 
he enjoyed above the beggar under the law." Here you 
virtually abandon your first representation, and intro- 
duce another. The rich man you first made to represent 
the high priest ; but the death of the rich man you make 
represent not the death of the high priest, but the close, 
or death of the law dispensation ! But what evidence do 
ypu give of the truth of this? Nothing but your bare 

* Rev. xvii. 4. t Rev . xviii. 16. f Ezek. xxii. 7. 
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Slddertion, and ad such I leave it. But the most marvel- 
lous of all> is that of his burial What does the burial 
of the rich roan represent? You answer, "the high 
priest closed up in his earthly character and nature.'^ 
Closed up in his earthly character and nature ! What 
idea jou mean to convey by this phrase, I am at a loss 
to determine. But as you elsewhere explain the "earth- 
ly nature," to signify the body, I conclude that this must 
be your meaning. The high priest closed up in his 
body ! And what person is not closed up in his body ? 
But does this constitute a burial ? A person must be 
inclined to mysticism; to give countenance to such a 
wild interpretation. As to your statenoent, that the 
great gulf signifies the purpose of God, — since you oflTer 
nothing in support of it, I shall leave it without remark. 
2. You say, "the Gentiles are signified by the beggar." 
But here again you bring no proof. The Gentiles are 
not even mentioned in the passage or context. Again 
you say, "By the death of the beggar 1 understand the 
conversion of the Gentiles to Christianity." This is a 
singular death indeed. And what makes the absurdity 
still greater, you explain the two deaths differently; the 
one is the close of the law dispensation, the other is the 
conversion of the Gentiles to the gospel. But it hiis the 
same support as the rest of your interpretation. 

Upon your explanation of this scripture,.! cannot help 
remarking, that it is far-fetched and ottinatural ; and is 
too mysterious for common people, for whom as well as 
others, the scriptures are designed. Your interpretation 
is so far from the literal language of the passage, that I 
presume not one in a thousand would ever have hit upon 
it. And 1 cannot believe that God would give us a reve- 
lation, which would deceive so large a portion of his 
creatures. You apply this passage in your Notes to the 
day of Pentecost.* This you say was undoubtedly the 

* Notes on the Parables, pp. 154, 165, 170. 
19* 



Digitized by LjOOQIC 



iH LETTER VI. 

time in which the passage had its fulfilment. But as 
confident as you were at the time jou published your 
•'Notes on the Parables," you are now equally confident 
that you were then mistaken in the application of this, 
and many other passages. All those passages which 
you then applied to the day of Pentecost, you now apply 
to the "destruction of Jerusalem." The destruction of 
Jerusalem appears to be thekey, with you and those of 
your sentiment, by which to unlock almost the whole 
Bible. Take a person who never saw the New Testa- 
ment, and was totally ignorant of the doctrines it taughti 
and let him read what you^ and those of your sentiment, 
have published within a few years, and he would be led 
to conclude, that the destruction of Jerusalem was the 
sole object embraced in the New Testament Herey he 
would conclude, was the grand centre, where every de- 
nunciation of wrath met; and upon the poor Jews everj 
threatening in the New Testament was inflicted. He 
would also be led to believe that the dispensation of re- 
wards and punishments, began and ended with the siege 
of that devoted city. Tins is the impression which yoar 
writings are calculated to make. 

We will now compare the different parts of your in- 
terpretation together. The rich man, who died, and 
went to a place of torment, you say, represents the high 
priest under the law. And from many things contained 
in your illustration, it seems that you put the high priest 
for the whole Jewish nation, which did not embrace the 
gospel. Your words are these ; — "The miserable state 
of moral darkness and death into which the order of 
high priests under the law, and those of the house of Is- 
rael, who adhered, to those blind guides, were cast, will 
be shown, as is represented under the similitude of a 
rich man, his death^ and his circumstanee^ after, as sta- 
ted in the last paragraph of this chapter."-^ By this 

♦ Parables, p. 253- 
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quotation it appears that the rich man, on jour inter- 
pretation, represents not only the high priest, but also 
that part of the Jewish nation, which rejected the gospel. 
That this is jour meaning, is further evident from what 
you say on pages £61, 26£. Yuu say, "Jeremiah des- 
cribes the wickedness of the priests, prophets, and peo- 
pUt as follows." You then quote a passage which treats 
of the wickedness of the people, together with the 
priests ; you then add, "Here is the rich man who was 
clothed in purple and fine linen-^on whom our Savior 
pronounced the greater damnation." Here you admit 
that the rich man represented the people, as well as the 
priests. You say, the Savior pronounced the greater 
damnation upon the rich. man ; but you tell us that this 
greater damnation was threatened upon the Jews, or 
"Jewish church," as you call it in the connexion. That 
this is no misrepresentation of your views, is evident from 
what you say elsewhere.* "By the rich man the high 
priest might be particularly intended, as a representa- 
tive of the Jews in generaU^ 

From these passages it appears that by the high priest, 
you mean all the Jews who rejected the gospel. Now 
let us look at the consistency of your interpretation. 
You have already declared that the high priest, and all 
the rebellious Jews are represented by the rich man. 
Thisrich:man dies, and goes to a place of torment. This 
you say represents the state of darkness into which the 
rebellious Jews were cast at the dose of their dispensa- 
tion. But does this statement compare with the lan-^ 
guageof the passage ? No ; for when the rich man and 
consequently all the Jews, were in hell, they had bre- 
thren without, who were^re times as- numerous as them- 
selves ! Your explanation, therefore, involves the 
grc^sest absurdity. It supposes that all were in hell, 
and at the same time, that j^ve sixths of them were out, 

* Sermon on the passage. 
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But perhaps you will say that this is a misrepresenta- 
tion of joar views; for jou have said in your Notes, "By 
the rich man's five brethren is meant that part of the 
house of Israel, which rejected the Savior." I readily 
admit that you have made this statement in your Notes- 
But this is only contradicting the other part of your ex- 
planation. This contradiction is not only once stated, 
but it seems to be a labored contradiction. In the 7th 
section of your Notes, you contend that "the Jetcs who 
rejected the Savior," were in hell with the rich man, 
and there confined by the purpose of God, which is re- 
presented hj Hie great gulf . You further say in this 
section, *'By those who are in Abraham's bosom, desiring 
to go to the rich man, I understand the desire of the 
Gentile believers of going to the apostate Jews with the 
gospel which they reject." Here you expressly say, 
that desiring to go to the rich man, is desiring to go to 
the apostate Jews. By this you admit that the apostate 
Jews were represented by the rich man, and of course 
were in hell. This is clearly taught in the 7th section. 
But in the 8th section you maintain the contrary, that 
these apostate Jews were not in hell. You tell us that 
they were the five brethren for whom the rich man pray- 
ed, that they might not come to that place of torment. 
Thus we see that your interpretation is at war wit^ it- 
self. What you say in one section, you contradict in 
another. Here you say that the rebellious Jews are all 
in hell; and there, that the greater part of them are out 
of hell ! Here is a plain and labored contradiction, and 
it is out of your power to reconcile the diffesent parts 
of your explanation. Explain it either way, and the 
same contradiction exists, and equal diflSculties present 
themselves. If you say the Jews were all in hell, you 
not only contradict your own positive statement, but yflu 
involve the absurdity, that when all are tn hell, ftm 
sixths of them are out! If you say that the high priest 
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only was in hell, and the rebellious Jews were the five 
brethren who were out of hell» you not only contradict 
what you hare before stated, but you contradict plain 
matters of fact. This interpretation supposes that the 
high priest was in hell, long before the rest of the Jew- 
ish nation. But this is contrary to facts. For history 
teaches us that the high priest and the Jewish people fell 
into the same state of trouble, at one and the same time ; 
and in fact, this is the representation which you yourself 
generally give of the subject. 

But your exposition is contrary to fact in another 
point of view. You make the high priest pray that th^ 
Gentiles may be sent to his brethren, the Jews, with the 
gospel, and that the Jews may embrace it. But nothing 
can be farther from the truth. The Jewish authority 
crucified the Savior, and persecuted the apostles, and 
have ever entertained a deadly hostility to the gospeU 
and to the Gentiles ; and to say that the high priest ear^- 
nestly desired that God would send the Gentiles to the 
Jews with the gospel, is not only to speak without au« 
thority, but in direct opposition to matters of fact. At 
on your own interpretation, the rich man represents the 
whole Jewish nation who rejected Christ, and as facta 
constrain us to say that the people and high priest were 
all involved in one common ruin at the same time; it 
follows on your interpretation, that the whole Jewish na- 
tion are desirous of having the Gentiles come to them, 
with the gospel. But does fact accord with this repre* 
sentation ? You yourself wilt not pretend it — Thus we 
see that your interpretation is assumed without one par- 
ticle of proof; that it is absurd and contradictory in it- 
self; and is indirect opposition to acknowledged tacts. 

I will now give what 1 conceive to be the true mean- 
ing of the passage. The parables of our Lord were fre- 
quently spoken to expose the corruption of his enemies. 
In the 13th verse oX this chapter, our Savior says to hia 
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followers, <*No man cati serve two masters ; for either he 
will hate the one and love the other, or else he will hold 
to the one, and despise the other : ye cannot serve God 
and mammon." Here the divine Teacher reproved 
those who trusted in riches. . The word mammon signi- 
fies richest or the god of riches.* So when our Lord 
8aid,"je cannot serve God and mammon," he virtually 
said, that those who trusted in riches, could not be his 
true and faithful followers. This was a cutting reproof 
to the Pharisees, who were rich, and took pride in cost* 
Ij apparel. This rebuke the Pharisees sensibly felt ; for 
the evangelist says, verses 14th and 15th, **And the 
Pharisees also, who were covetous, heard all these things, 
and they derided him. And he said unto them, ye are 
they which justify yourselves before men; but God 
knoweth your hearts ; for that which is highly esteemed 
among men, is abomination in the sight of God." By 
this passage we learn the character of those Pharisees 
to whom our Lord addressed himself; they were "cove- 
tous ;" they placed their affections upon the wealth and 
grandeur of this world ; and consequently they were 
wounded, and derided him, when he told them, that they 
could not serve the true God, and the god of wealth. 
In reply to their derision, Jesus told them that God 
knew their hearts, and judged very different from men. 
And then to inform them what the judgment of God 
would be, and to show them their own characters, and 
the vanity of that wealth and grandeur in which thej 

* The learned Mr. Farmer fells us that Mammon was the Pa- 
gan god of wealth. Referring to the text, "Ye cannot serve God 
and mammon,^^ he says, ^4 acknowledge that Mammon may sig- 
nify indifferently, either rUhct or the god of richeti) just as Ceres 
denotes com^ or the goddess of corn ; but Mammon being used 
here in opposition to the true God, there must be a reference to 
this false god ; and he is put for those riches over which he is 
thought to preside." 

See Farmer^s Essay on the Demoniacs of the New Testament, 
p. 199. 
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trusted^ Jesus related the account of the rich man and 
Lazarus^ which we need not transcribe. 

In the rich roan, our Savior represented the character 
of these rich and haughty Pharisees, and in the beggar, 
the character of roany of the poor, whom they despised. 
And then to illustrate and confirm what he had already 
stated, viz. that God knew their hearts, and regarded 
that as an abomination, which men esteemed honorable, 
he informed them that the rich man died, and went to a 
place of misery, while the poor beggar entered into a 
state of happiness after death. It is not my design to 
illustrate every part of this parable, but only to attend to 
that part which bears upon the point at issue. And I 
regard this passage as teaching a future retribution. 
The death herje spoken of, I conceive to be . temporal 
death* This is the most natural and easy construction. 
It is that which most readily presents itself in reading 
this passage. Several things appear in the passage itself, 
which show the death spoken of to be literal. 1. It is 
said that the rich man died, and in hell^ he was in tor- 
ment. The termfddrjg, here rendered hell, is defined by 
all critics of note, to signify, the place or state of the 
literally dead ; or place of departed spirits. It corres- 
ponds with the Hebrew word, SiKts^, in signification. 
These terms occur seventy-five times in the scriptures ; 
and it is not pretended by any writer that I have ever 
seen, that those terms are ever used as applying to this 
state of existence, if we except two or three disputed 
texts. From this circumstance, it is natural to conclude 
that the term, ddtjg, in this passage signifies the place of 
tiie literally dead* 2. The situation of the rich man and 
Lazarus, when the former was in misery, and the latter 
in happiness, is contrasted with tlieir Ufe time. *^Thou 
in thy Hfe-time receivedst thy good things, and likewise 
Lazarus evil things ; but now be is comforted, and thou 
art tormented-" Here we learn that the rich man ex- 
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perienced this misery after his life-time had closed, that 
is, after he had closed his temporal existence. S. The 
rich man desired that one might be sent to his brethren 
from the dead, that is, from the state in which Lazarus 
was at that time. But Abraham says in reply. If they 
hear not Moses and the prophets, neither would they be 
persuaded though one rose from the dead. Thus we 
learn that the death here mentioned is literal ; it is a 
death which introduces a person into hades, the place of 
the temporally dead; it is a death which closes their 
lifetime here on earth ; it is a death from which men 
literally arise. 

The passage then teaches a retribution beyond this 
world. Yes— after this life is closed, and men pass into 
hades, the place of the literally dead, then some will be 
tormented. And as I before observed, it matters not 
whether this portion of scripture be understood as apo- 
rabU, or a piece of literal history. The doctrine it tea- 
ches is the same in both cases. If it be a real history, 
it informs us that a cerUin rich man, like the wealthy 
and self-righteous Pharisees in character, died and en- 
tered into a state of punishment, and so gives os reason 
to believe that this will be their fate. And if it be a 
parable, it teaches us what will take place; that these 
Pharisees will experience misery after their life-tims is 
ended, and they are gone to the regions of the dead. 

Before we dismiss this passage, we will notice the in- 
terpreUtion which Mr. Balfour gives of this portion of 
scripture. In the first place Mr. B. insinuates, that if 
the rich man is a supposed person, the torment must be a 
parabolic tormmtJ* It is really a matter of astohish- 
roent, that a gentleman of Mr. B.'s parts, should be so 
far biassed by system as to offer such a remark. Para- 
Mie ioment / What possible idea can any pecson at- 
tach to such an expression ? Torment must be real, or 



• Inq. p. 46. 
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it is BO torment at all. If miser/ arises from imaginary 
objects, the misery is as real and literal, as though it 
arose from any other source. And to speak of figura- 
tive, or parabolic torment, is to use words without any 
signification. 

But let us see what Mr. B. says further upon this sub- 
ject. "If," says he, "people will interpret a part of this 
parable literally, to suit their own religious opinions, we 
insist that they go through with a literal interpretation 
of the whole of it. If it is maintained that hades was to 
this man a pJace of torment, they roust allow that literal 
fire was the cause of it. They muft also admit, that his 
body was tormented in hades, it nuist also be'|;ranted, 
that while tormented in the flames of hades, he could 
see, and hear, and hold conversation with Abraham, &c. 
But in these, and other things, the literal sense is aban- 
doned, and the part only which speaks of his torment, is 
literally interpreted. But we have a right to ask why 
this is done. Who gave any man the privilege to cull 
out a circumstance from this parable, and consider it a 
literal fact, and view all the other parts as mere fiction, 
to fill up the body of the parable P Why fix upon the 
tormeat rather than other things in this parable, and give 
it a literal construction ? The reason of this I think is 
obvious. This part of the parable, so interpreted, does 
very well to support the popular idea, that the wicked 
go to hell at death, and are tormented in this place. 
But every candid man must allow that this is a very 
strange and arbitrary mode of interpreting parables ; 
yea, any part of the Bible. Give me leave thus to in- 
terpret the Bible, and I pledge myself to prove almost 
any thing frotn it."* 

In this passage Mr. B. manifests great disapprobation 
of those who interpret a part of this scripture literally, 
and a part figuratively. He pronounces this method of 

• Inq. pp. 46, 47. 
20 
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interpretiog scriptare, strange and arhttrary^ suggests 
that it is done only to support a preconceived opinioD, 
and pledges himself to prove almost any thing by such a 
method of interpretation. But what is the method he 
has adopted relative to the interpretation of this scrip- 
ture ? Why, he considers the 3 1st ver8e<~*<If they bear 
not Moses and the prophets, neither would they be per- 
suaded, though onit rose from the dead," to teach the 
whole doctrine of the passage.* Yes— after disapprov- 
ing of others for interpreting a part literally, and a part 
otherwise, he proceeds within two pages to practise the 
same himself. To practise the same^ did I say ? He 
goes viistly beyond them all ; he interprets a portion of 
scripture consisting of twelve verses, in such a maBoer 
that eleven of these verses mean nothing at all ! One 
verse only, according to Mr. B. contains all the senti- 
ment of the passage, the other eleven being mere cy- 
phers ! Thus in direct opposition to reason, commoB 
sense, and to the rules of interpretation, which he him- 
self has laid down, Mr. B. considers one verse only as 
being true, and throws the other eleven entirely away! 
This violation of all just rules of interpretation, this 
gross inconsistency inclines us to believe of him, what 
he ascribes to others, viz. that his reason has run madt 
Mr. B. tells us that our Savior related the account of 
the rich roan, only for the sake of saying, **rf they hear 
not Moses and the prophets, neither would they be per- 
suaded though one rose from the dead." But of this 
there is not one particle of proof. Besides, could not our 
Savior utter the sentiment of the 31st verse, without 
giving a preamble of eleven verses-— a preamble not 
bearing at all upon the point, but teaching a doctrine 
diametrically opposite to truth P If Jesus instructed 
his followers in this manner, he hardly deserves the 

• hiq. p. 49. t Inq. p. 49. 
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^ppeWtition of *'tht light of the worldJ^ Mr. B.'8 expo- 
sition of this passage is arbitrary in the extreme. I will 
here ask in his own language already cited, "Why ix 
upon the 31st verse rather than others in the parable, 
and give it a literal interpretation ?" This question is 
happily answered by himself. '^Tht reason of this I 
think is obvious. This part of the parable, so interpret- 
ed, does very well to support the popular idea, that there 
will be no misery after death. But evepy candid nan 
must allow that this is a very strange and arbitrary mode 
of interpreting parables ; yea, any part of the Bible. 
Give me leave thus to interpret the Bible, and I pledge 
myself to prove almost any thing from if 

But after all, Mr. B.'s interpretation of the passage 
favors the doctrine of a future retribution. He admits 
that the language of the passage teaches a punishment 
beyond death/ This he admits by saying that Christ 
did not give this as his own sentiment, but spoke in ac- 
commodation to opinions of those who believed in a re- 
tribution beyond death.* Since it is acknowledged that 
the language of the passage teaches a future retribution, 
H follows that this sentiment is the truth, unless we ad- 
mit that Jesus intended to confirm the Jews in their er- 
rors, which would be totally unworthy of any instructor, 
especially of an Instructor sent from heaven. 

Another passage to our purpose, is 1 Pet. iii. 18, 19, 
20. ''For Christ also hath once suffered for sin^i tk« 
just for the unjust, that he might bring us to God, being 
put to death in the flesh, but quickened by the Spirit; 
by which also he went and preached unto the spirits in 
prison ; which sometime were disobedient, when onoe 
the long-suffering of God waited in the days of Noah, 
while the ark was a preparing, wherein few, that is, eight 
souls, were saved by water."— 

tn remarking upon this portion of scripture, we will 

* Inq. pp. 49, 51, 53* 
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adopt yonr own language vpon the tame passage, whicli 
of course cannot be objectionable to jou.^ "As long as 
men are disposed to Uarn the aeriptures how to talk, be- 
fore they- are rviiling to be taught by thevnt the seriptureB 
will be forced to speak as many different languages, as 
were spoken at the building of Babel, and with as much 
confusion. But our duty is plain, and as easy as it is 
plain. It is only to let the $eripture speak its own most 
natural Umgwige, connecting the divine testimony, and 
permitting one part to explain to lis what may appear 
teigmatical in another. It may be proper, in the first 
place, to carefully eiamine the passage in Peter with a 
view to see what it says; and in the second pl&ce it may 
be proper to allow that the passage says what it really 
means ; abd then to illustrate the ttfxt by the assistance 
of other passages. The text says, 1st, That Chmt has 
once suffered for sins. 2d. That he, being just, snflfered 
for the benefit of the unjust. 3d< That the benefit which 
was designed to result to us, as the unjust, from the 
sufferings of Christ, is, our being brought to Ood. 4th. 
Christ being put to death in the flesh, wHs his suffering 
for sin, and his being qaickened by the Spirit, enables 
him to bring us to God. 5th. Christ having been put ts 
death in the flesh, and quickened by the spirit, by which 
he had power to bring sinners to God, he went and prea- 
ched to the spirits in prison. 6. Hiese spirits in prison, to 
whom Christ preached, were disobedient when the long- 
suffering of Ood waited in the days of AWft. ^Ih. 
The preaching to those spirits in prison, was performed 
6y Christ, after he was potto death in the flesh, and 
quickened by the Spirit. The foregoing seven particu- 
lars are as plainly expressed in this text, as we could 
reilsonably expect they might be in so few words, nor 
does it appear that there are any words wanting to carry 
those ideas with plainness to the mind. In this subject, 

t Gospel Visitant, Vol, I. pp. 220, 221, *c. 
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there is not the least ambiguity , nor is tliere any other 
difficulty than that it is as plain and direct a contradic- 
tion of the commonly received opinion, as can possibly 
be stated. It may be proper by way of indulgence, to 
ask which appears most warrantable, either to allow this 
subject to stand exactly as the scriptures above quoted, 
state it, or to contradict those scriptures without any 
authority from scripture for so doing !" 

Here you interpret the passage to signify, that Christ 
after his death, went and preached the gospel to the ante- 
diluvians who were then in prison. This interpretation 
you say, is so clearly expressed, that no words are want- 
ing to carry it with plainness to the mind. To advance 
any other-interpretation, is, in your opinion, to deviate 
from the most natural language of scripture $ nay, it is 
contradicting the scriptures, and learning the scriptures 
how to talk^ rather than being taught by them. But 
notwithstanding you speak so positively on this subject* 
and feel so fully satisfied with this interpretation, we 
find you on another occasion, giving sn exposition en- 
tirely different. Before noticing that interpretation, I 
will just observe, that a gentleman of your discernment 
would not have expressed himself with so much confi- 
dence, as you have done in the interpretation already 
stated, had not the passage been exceedingly clear. You 
must therefore acknowledge, that you were hasty and 
inconsiderate in giving your first interpretation with so 
mueh confidence, or that you were unauthorized in 
deviating from it. 

Your second exposition of the passage is expressed in 
these words — "The particular subject to which the apos- 
tle alluded, when he spak6 of Christ's preaching to the 
spirits in prison, in consequence of being put to death 
in the flesh, and being quickened by the spirit, is thought 
to be this, viz. he went and preached to the OentUes who 
w<r« dead in trespasses and sins, and of a character simi- 
20* 
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lor to those abominable people who were destroyed by the 
fiood.^^* It would appear by this exposition, to ose 
jour own language in jour first piece, that instead of 
being willing to be taught by the scriptures, jou were 
disposed to learn the scriptures how to talk ; for this 
interpretation contradicts the apostle in almost every 
particular. Let us for a moment compare your inter- 
pretation of the passage, with the passage itself. The 
apostle sajs that Christ preached to the spirits in prison ; 
but JOU saj, it was the apostles who preached. Peter 
sajs, that the preaching was to the spirits in prison ; 
but you say it was to men in the flesh. Peter tells us 
that the disobedience was in the days of JSToah; but joa 
contradict this^ and say it was in the days of the apostles. 
Peter informs us that the preaching was to those who 
were disobedient in the days of Noah ; but you express- 
ly contradict this, and say it was not to them, bat to 
people who lived more than two thousand years after the 
flood ! Thus it will be seen that your exposition of the 
passage expressly contradicts the language of the apos- 
tle in almost every particular. Search the whole field of 
theological controversy, and no instance can be found 
of a more glaring violation of all just rules of interpre- 
tation, and express contradiction of the language of a 
passage, than the exposition now before us exhibits. And 
if St. Peter could not express the sentiment, that the 
apostles preached to the Gentiles, in any plainer language 
than to say, that "Christ went and preached to the spirits 
in prison, which sometime were disobedient, when once 
the long-sufiering of God waited in the days of Noah, 
while the ark was preparing," I shall despair of ever 
learning his meaning. 

Every person who pays any attention to the language 
of the passage, must learn this sentiment, th^t Christ, 
after his crucifixion, went and preached to the spirits of 

* Gospel VisitaDt, Vol. IH. p. 300. 
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those who were disobedient in Noah's day ; and no one, 
I am persuaded, would ever have thought of any other 
interpretation, were it not to favor a preconceived opin- 
ion. And the interpretation we have given of the pas- 
sage, is conlirnied by what the apostle g?ys in the next 
chapter. "For, f()r this cause was the gospel preached 
also to iYiem that are dead, that they might be judged 
according to men in the flesh, but live according to God 
in the spirit." Chap. iv. verse 6. Here it is asserted 
that the gospel was pn»ached to the dead. Though you 
assert: that the term dead, is used figuratively, to denote 
the dead in sin, still I think it is obvious from the pas- 
sage and context, that it signifies the literally dead. 
The dead here are placed in opposition to tr>e qnicJc, 
The apostle says in the preceding verse, that Christ 
will jidge **tUQ quick and the deudV The quick, signi- 
fies those who are literally alive. Thus we find that the 
resurrection of Christ to literal life is in the passage in 
question, expressed by sayirtg, he was quickened. You 
say yourself, **l umlerstand that by being quickened by 
the spirit, is meant his resurrection.''* Now if to be 
quickened, signifies to be raised to life, then the quick 
lAust signify those who are literally alive, in opposition 
to those who are literally dead. Thus we see that by the 
quick and dead, is meant the living and the dead literal- 
ly. And in the very next verse the apostle says, the 
gospel was preached to the dead. Now according to all 
just rules of interpretation, we ought to understand the 
v^ord dead, in the 6th verse, in the same sense in which , 
it is used in the context; which is to denote the tempo* 
rally dead. 

And this interpretation id confirmed by the passage it- 
self. "For this cause was the gospel preached al$o to 
the dead." The term also denotes something in addi- 
tion. But there is no propriety in saying that the gos- 



Go8. Visitant, Vol. III. p. 276. 
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pel was preached also to those who are dead in sin, 
because those are the characters to which the gospel is 
generally preached. It would be absurd to say that the 
gospel is preached also to those to whom it is always or 
even generally preached. But understand the term 
dead in the sense for which we contend, and this difficul- 
ty is entirely avoided. Again ; it is obvious that the 
word dead is to be understood literally, from the con- 
cluding part of the passage. The apostle says that the 
gospel was preached also to the dead, <'that they might 
be judged according to men in the fleshy but live accord- 
ing to God in the spirit^' Here we see that the gospel 
was preached to the dead» that they might be judged 
according to men in the fieeh. This implies that they 
were not in the flesh ; for it would be grossly absurd to 
say, that the gospel was preached to men in the flesh, 
that they might be judged like men in the flesh. You 
acknowledge the force of this remark, and consequently 
attempt to show that the word fle.4h signifies the law.* 
But this construction is unnatural and arbitrary. Let 
us look at the context with a view to learn the meaning 
of the tev\xi,fie$h. Verse Ist, "Forasmuch then as Christ 
hath suffered for us in the^gsA, arm yourselves likewise 
with the same mind ; for he that hath suffered in the 
fiesh hath ceased from sin." Here the word .flesh oc- 
curs twice, once it is applied to Christ, and once to men. 
But what does the word flssh signify when applied to 
Christ P ^'Christ hath suffered for us in the fieih^^^ says 
the passage. But did Christ suffer for us in the lawf 
You will not pretend this. You will readily admit th»t 
Christ was put to death in this world ; that he suffered 
while in the literal body. Thus the apostle says in the 
parallel passage, *'being put to death in the flesh." Here 
then we learn that the word flesh was used liter<ally as 
applied to Christ. But what dioes it mean in the other 

• 6«B. Vicitant, V«l. III. p. 302. 
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instance, where it is applied to men P The apostle says, 
"He that hath suffered in theflesh, hath ceased from sin, 
that he no longer should live the rest of his time in the 
jlesh, to tke lusts of men, but to the will of God." Will 
you pretend that the term flesh here signifies the law ? 
Will yoiu assort that men are slain by the power of the 
gospel, that they may live to God under the law of Mio- 
ses f I know that you will pretend that the gospel was 
preached; that men might still remain under the law* 
'f has H clearly appears that the apestle in this chapter 
uses the word Aesh literally, and hence the clause, *lac* 
cording to men in the flesh," signifies, according to mejtt 
in this state of existence, or men who still inhabit a lite^ 
pal body. 

Now 81. Peter 4iays, that the gospel was preached to 
the dead, that ttiey might be judged according to men 
in the flesh, ttu^t is, according to men here on earth. And 
this rmplies that they were not in the flesh, but that they 
had departed this life. Thus does the apostle in this 
chapter teach us that the gospel was preached to those 
who were literally dead. This then goes directly to 
confirm the account given in the preceding chapter of 
Christ's preaching to the spirits in prison. Thus does 
the apostle Peter teach us in the'^plainest manner, that 
Jesus Christ, after his crucifixion, went and preached to 
those who had long before closed their eyes on tempc^al 
objects. That Christ visited the regions of the dead', 
or the place of departed spirits is taught, not only in the 
passages we have noticed, but also in several others. St. 
Paul speaking of the ascension of Christ, says, '<Now 
that he ascended, what is it but that he also descended 
first into the lower parts of the earth 9 He that descend- 
ed is the same also that ascended up far above all hea* 
vens, that he might fill all things."* In the figurative 
language of scripture, a place of happiness is generally 
represented as above, and a place of misery as beneath. 
• Eph. iv. 9, 10. 
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Now this passage expressly declares that Christ, before 
he ascended into heaven, descended into the lower parts 
of the earth. This capnot be interpreted of his burial ; 
for no person will pretend, that Christ's grave, or sepul- 
chre, extended to the lower parts of the earth. It is 
asserted as clearly in this passage that Christ descended 
into the lower parts of the earth, as it is that he ascend- 
ed into heaven. So in the passage in Peter, it is as 
clearly asserted that Christ went to the spirits in prison, 
as it is in the same chapter, that he went into heaven ; 
and there is no more propriety in explaining away one 
than ]jie other. 

That Christ does possess all, the dead as well as the 
living, is told us by St. Paul.* **For none of us liveth 
to himself, and no man dieth to himself. For whether 
we live, we live unto the Lord ; and whether we die, wt 
d«e unto the Lord : whether we live therefore, or die, we 
are the Lord's. For to this end Christ both died, and 
rose, and revived, that he might, be Lord both of the 
dead and living." This passage positively asserts that 
Christ is Lord of the dead as much ats of the living. In 
fact, this is a leading doatrine with you. You strenuous- 
ly contend, that all meti are given to Christ ; and they 
arc given to him for a benevolent purpose. But where 
would be the benevolence in giving the dead to Christ, 
unless he could do them good ? And how can he do 
them good, unless he makes them acquainted with that 
gospel which is the only sure means of salvation ? There 
is no more absurdity in supposing that Christ preaches 
the gospel to men in another state, than there is that he 
wiU raise men from the dead in another state. The fact 
that Clirist visited the abodes of misery in another world, 
is so clearly taught in the scriptures, that many Christ- 
ians acknowledge it, though it is in direct opposition to 
their system. The Episcopal Church, both in Europe 

• Rom. xiv. 7, 8, 9. 
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and America admit it In their Creed, which is general- 
ly denominated the Apostles' Creed, they assert that 
Ohriat desanded into hell, or the place oj departed spi- 
rit»m* Now as the Episcopalians do not generally ad- 
mit a moral change after death, this article must be in 
direct opposition to their general sentiment. So that 
nothing but a full conviction, that it was taught in the 
scriptures, could have induced them to admit it as an 
article of faith. 

We will now notice several objections which you 
urge against the exposition we have given. One objec- 
tion on which you rely is this ;— This subject is not men- 
tioned by any of the sacred writers except St. Peter, 
and by him only indirectly .t In answer to this objec- 
tion, we remark, 1. The objection is unfounded. It is 
not true that St Peter is the only writer which alludes 
to this subject We have already quoted two passages 
from the writings of St Paul, and it is believed that se- 
veral other texts can be produced both from the Old and 
New Testament Besides, this sentiment is involved in 
the very nature of the gospel, especially on our under- 
standing of it. You, Sir, believe that all men will be 
saved by Jesus Christ. But the sacred writers inform 
us that no man can be saved without repentance and 
faith. And we are also told on divine authority, that 
faith coineth by hearing. It is necessary therefore, that 
all men should hear the gospel, otherwise all cannot be 
saved. Now as many do not hear the gospel in this 
world, it follows as a necessary consequence, even on 
your own system, that the gospel will be made known to 
many in a future state. Thus the doctrine for which we 
contend is involved in the very nature of the gospel ; 
and witliout this sentiment, you cannot consistently 
maintain the ^'restitution of all things." 

* See the Common Prayer Book. 

t Got. Vititaot, Vol. 111. pp. f99, 300. 
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2. But if we should admit that St Peter is the only 
writer who has mentioned this fact, it would not invali- 
date the passage. One divine asseveratioo is entitled to 
our confidence. And it would be a singular kind of rea- 
soning, to contend that what is said by Peter moat be 
false, because the same thing is not mentioned by Pavl. 
Would such evidence as this be admitted in a court ef 
justice P No ; it is an acknowledged principle that the 
testimony of one man is not weakened, by the other wit- 
nesses testifying that they did not see what he declares 
he did. Suppose A is arraigned before a civil tiibunal, 
and B testifies that he saw A commit larceny, would anj 
person attempt to procure his aaquittal by ^oducing 
witnesses who would testify that they did not see hioi 
commit the crime ? No ; any counsel would be ashamed 
to set up such a defence. But a defence like this would 
be quite as consistent as your argument in the case in 
question. For none of the sacred writers assert that 
they did not know that Christ preached to the spirits in 
prison. 

We find many instances in the scriptures in which a 
remarkable circumstance is mentioned by one writer, 
and omitted by all the others. The resurrection of La- 
zarus is one of the most striking miracles performed by 
our Lord, and still it is recorded by John only ; Mat- 
thew, Mark,' and Luke being perfectly silent upon this 
subject. But will yau refuse your credence to this im- 
portant miracle, because it is meotioned by one writer 
only P You will not Christ's resignation of hia king- 
dom to the Father^ is an important dootrine, andstpJl is 
mentioned by one writer only : and he has men^tioned it 
but once. But notwithstanding this, you believe the 
declaration, and make great use of that passage. In this 
manner you acknowledge the weakness of your objec- 
tion in the case before us.-^But you inform us that St 
Peter, when he speaks of Christ's preaching to the spi- 
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Tits in prison, ''only throws an allusion to it> wkile la- 
boring on another subject."— So much the more to our 
purpose; for it shows that this ^opinion was nothing 
new to those to whom his epistle was addressed. Had 
this doctrine been something which was not generallj 
belieyed, St Peter would in all probability have labored 
it more at large. But as he brought this in to illustrate 
and enforce another point, it teaches us most conclu-' 
sivelj, not only that Peter himself believed this doctrine, 
but that it was generally admitted among the brethren ia 
his day. Thus does your objection strengthen ourintar- 
pretation, rather than otherwise. 

Again, you object to the exposition we have given, in 
the following language :«— "If the opinion disproved, be 
allowed, how shall we account for this particularizing 
the people who lived in the days of Noah P" To meet 
this objection, we remark,—!. If this consideration has 
any weight, it opposes your interpretation^ as much as it 
does mine. Tor on your interpretation, jou confess that 
the gospel was preached to a people similar to those in 
the days of Noah. And I can ask with as much propri- 
ety as you can, *%ow shall we account for this particu- 
larizing the people in the days of Noah ?" 2. There is 
not tiie least difficulty as I can see in the case. Though 
you suggest that the passage would imply that those 
who lived in the days of Noah were the only ones who 
enjoyed this preachings on the interpretation here con- 
tended for, I should infer the very reverse. For as God 
is no respecter of persons, if Christ went and preached 
to the antediluvians, it would be natural to conclude 
that he preached to others also. You interpret the text 
to mean that the gospel was preached to the (jentiles* 
whose characters were similar to those who lived in 
Noah's day. But does this imply that the Gentiles in 
relation to moral character, would compare with no 
other Gorru^ people than those who lived in the old 
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world ? You will not pretend this. Jip in fact you ac- , 
knowledge your objection to be frivolous. Peter in the 
passage in question, alluded to the old world only as an 
ea:ample, or specimen. As this is what you yourself 
must Contend for, I trust you will not object to it. As 
the same apostle in another place,* mentions the old 
wcrldt together with Sodom, as examples, in regard to 
punishment, there is the utmost propriety in mentioning 
the old world as an example with regard to blessings. 

Before we dismiss this subject, we will notice one 
objection more. After quoting Wakefield's rendering 
of the passage, you say, <'In this translation there is no- 
thing hinted of Christ's preaching to the spirits of those 
who lived in Noah's time."t Since you lay so much 
stress upon this translation, I will transcribe it, and 
mark the italic words, as I find them in his Testament, 
that the reader may see what he iias added to the origi- 
nal text. **Because even Christ once suffered for sin, a 
righteous matifi for unrighteous men^^ that he might bring 
us unto God; being killed in body, but made alive by 
the spirit; in which indeed he went and preached to the 
minds of men in prison ; who were also hard to be con- 
vinced in former times ; as when the patience of God 
continued waiting in the days of Noah, whilst the ark 
was a preparing." The reader is informed that all the 
words in the above passage which are printed in Ualics, 
are not found in the original, but were added by Mr. 
Wakefield himself, and marked by him, as you here find 
them, to show that they were not of divine authority. 
By reading this rendering of the passage, and omitting 
the supplied words, we have the same sense, as is convey- 
ed in the common rendering of the text. Thus, Sir, does 
this translation yield you no assistance. We will also 
notice Wakefield's rendering the parallel passage in the 
next chapter. Vers^ 6th— "For this indeed was ih$ 

2 Peter, ii. 5, 6. t U. Magazine, Vol. IV. p. 47. 
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effect of the preaching of the gospel to tAe dead, that 
some will be punished as carnal men, but others lead a 
spiritual life unto God." This passage, as it stands, 
would favor your ideas of the subject. But let us see 
what authority he offers for this strange rendering. 
Whoever is acquainted with his New Testament, knows 
that when he deviates ffom the Received Text, he docs 
not rest it upon his bare assertion, if any authority can 
be produced. This will be seen by his elaborate Notes, 
which are appended to his Testament But let us see 
What authority he produces in justification of his ren- 
dering of the passages before us. We will give it in his 
own words. *<By the living, 1 understand Christians,; 
and by the dead, the unconverted Oentiles ; and upon this 
idea have attempted to give some meaning to a passage, 
which is, to me, at kast, otherunse unintelligiUeJ^ 
Thus we see that Wakefield can offer no authority for 
his novel translation. He justifies it only by Isaying, 
''that otherwise the passage to him would be unintelligi- 
ble." Mr. Wakefield^ I believe, was a Destructionist, 
and probably a Materialist, and consequently he could 
not admit with any consistency, that the gospel was 
preached to men between death and the resurrection. 
So we can no longer wonder why the passage would be 
unintelligible to him, without his unauthorized variation 
from the common rendering. Thus we see that Wake- 
field in translating these passages, was governed not by 
the Greek text, but by his own preconceived opinion. 
Now, Sir, I think your scheme must be in distress to call 
such a translation to its aid. The above remarks are 
designed to apply not to Wakefield's translation in 
general, but only to his rendering of the passages in 
question. 

1 have now noticed all the principal objections which 
you urge against the interpretation here contended for, 

• See Notes on 3d and 4th of Peter, p. 1&6. 
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and I think their force is entirely obviated* Our inter- 
pretation therefore stands on a permanent basis. St 
Peter expressly declares that Christ after his passion, 
went and preached the gospel to those who had long 
before departed this life. This passage then goes di- 
rectly to prove a future retribution. The spirits to 
whom he preached were in pri$on ; thej were unhappy, 
otherwise they would not have needed this gospel. Be- 
sides, it was preached to them^ <«that they might be 
judged according to men in the flesh.'' This implies 
that they might be punished even after the gospel was 
made known to them. And further, it was preached to 
them, that they mig^t repent, might ^'live according to 
God in the spirit" And this implies that they were 
then impenitent, and consequently miserable* This 
passage therefore, furnishes us with a good argument m 
favor of a future punishment } and it is not in your pow- 
er to reconcile this scripture with your sentiment, unless 
yon adopt the principle of Wakefield, and decidedly 
contradict the apostle 4d favor your own opinion; «r to 
lAe your own language, unless you are determined no 
learn the scriptures how to talk." 

Before we close this Letter, we will notice several 
other passages which strongly imply a punishment be- 
yond death, and so confirm the doctrine for which we 
plead. St Paul says, '<He that despised Moses' law, 
died without mercy under two or thriee witnesses ; of how 
much sorer punishment, suppose ye, shall he be thought 
worthy, who hath trodden under foot the Son of God, 
and hath counted the blood of the covenant, wherewith 
he was sanctified, an unholy thing, and hath done despite 
to the Spirit of grace."*—- This passage asserts that 
those who despised the law of Moses were put to death ; 
they suffered death without mercy. And he informs us 
that those who despise the gospel, shall receive a sorer 

• Heb. X. 28, 29. 
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punishment Since death without mercy is the greatest 
punishment which can be inflicted in this state, it natu- 
rally follows that those who despite the gospel, and re- 
ceive this sorer punishment, will be punished beyond 
death. But the advocates for jour sentiment, think it 
absurd to admit that the gospel threatens a severer pun- 
ishment than the law. In reply to a suggestion that 
future punishment may be taught in the gospel, though 
it be not found in the law, Mr. Kneeland says, '<Well, 
surely this is a very strange thing indeed ; what! does 
the gospel of eternal life unfold and bring to light a pun- 
ishment which the law knows nothing of? and which we 
have not been able to find in all the Jewish records ? 
O strange!"* 

This quotation contains much more affected sensibility 
than sound judgment. It is a principle taught by com- 
mon sense, recognized in the scriptures, and ever ad- 
mitted in all courts of justice, that the same act is more 
or less heinous in proportion to the knowledge of the 
offender. The greater our light and knowledge, the 
greater is our criminality, if we transgress. This you 
acknowledge, though this acknowledgment is fatal to 
yQur system. Your words are — "The scriptures abun- 
dantly prove that those who are farthest advanced in 
knowledge of divine things, are the most guilty if thej 
disobey : and this is agreeable to reason and experi- 
ence.'H In this manner you pronounce Mr. Kneeland's 
suggestion unfounded, and acknowledge that the gospel 
inflicts a greater punishment than the law. The gospel 
contains more light than the law, and consequently those 
who abuse the gospel, and tread under foot the Son of 
God, will be subjected to a greater punishment than the 
law inflicted. . It follows therefore, from the very nature 
of the case, that there are some who live under the light 
of the gospel, whose punishment will be sorer than death 

* Kneeland's Lectures, p. 85. t Replj to Merritt, p. 23. 
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witbriMit marey^ or in other Wordi^ wiU be punMicd be- 
yoftd the grave* This sentimeDt appeared so clear to 
the apeetie» that he submitted the qoeatum to the deci- 
sion of his brethren. ''Of hbw much sorer paaishment 
siiffiose yp, shall they be thoi^t worthy, who have trod- 
den nnder foot the Son Of God ?" 

Of nearly the same nature is the declaration of Christ 
-•^ Whoso shall offend one of tbeie little ones which be- 
liefte in m4^ it wtee b^ttef for him that a mill-stone 
were hUagtd about hie neek^ and that he were drowbed 
in the depth of the een^"* To be casl into the se^ with 
amiUHltonO ahotet one's netkris as severe a punishmeot 
si can well be inflicted in thii slato ; but as those who 
offend these little ones, are to be punished more tevere- 
ly^ it is just to eoncluAe that they wUl experience mise- 
ry after the death of the body^ Our Bavior toM the 
penitent thief on the cross^ that he should be with him 
that dag in paradisewt But if all tden go imnbediatsly (• 
happiness, tile impenitent thief would be with Christ st 
soon as the penitent ene» and so there wUl be Uo differsBcs 
between those who ore penitent hnd those who aroin*' 
penitent When Christ said to tho pelMtent thief ««To^sy 
shait thou be with me in paradisoi" he vlttually aaid thst 
the other thief should not This is a principle for Which 
you contend. To establish this point you sayit ''Let i 
€{ase be proposed* There are in priiton ten persons} fin 
of which were committed for offences coiaknnlted inthe 
year 1810, the other five for offencOs comlbitted in }81ft 
The proper authority directs an office to go and Mbecite 
frotti prison, those who were disebediOnt in l%lik h 
all rmp&stB in which tki9 order conogrns th$ aOtew fio$, 
it means that they are nottncttided." Now if we apply 
this plain principle to the calPB bofdre 06, it a^as thst 
the other thief is not included. Tfatfs we find that (he 

• Matt, ivfii. 6. t Luke liiii. 43. 

tGos. Vi«t. Vol. ni.p. 877* 
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short sentence, this day shaU thou he with me in para- 
dise, clearl J shows that the other thief would not be 
admitted to immediate happiness. And what is true of 
the impenitent thief, is also tme of many others. 

Manj other passages might be adduced in proof of a 
fature retribution, but our limits will not admit of their 
being brought forward. In fact, we want them not. 
What we have offered in this Letter, is, I oonceive, suf- 
ficient to establish a fature retribution. And the same 
ingenuity whicti can do aWaj the force of these passa- 
ges! can diapfove a future existence^ or any oUi^r doc* 
trine. 

In our next we will cali your attention to a future 
reward for tiie righteousw 

Yours, &G. 
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FtUure Reward. Future misery the general opinion of man- 
kind. 

RET. AND DEAR BROTHER, 

As was proposed in ntj last, I will now invite your 
attention to the subject of h future reward for the right- 
eous. A future reward is a just counterpart to a future 
punishment If either of these be established, the other 
follows as a necessary consequence. You appear to be 
sensible of this, and consequently you deny a future re- 
ward for the righteous as much as a future punishment 
for the wicked.* We will now inquire whether the re- 
ward of virtue does in any case extend beyond death. 
We admit that men have a reward in this world. We 
acknowledge that some good deeds have a full reward 
here on earth. But the question is, whether every act 
of virtue receives its full reward in this state. We 
have already seen that the human mind is so constituted, 
that all ideas take place in succession, and consequently 
a period is requisite for every thought and reflection. 
The reward of virtue arises from the reflection of hav- 
ing done our duty, and promoted the enjoyment of our 
fellow creatures. Now as the reward of the righteous 
consists in that happiness, which arises from the reflec- 
tion of having performed some virtuous action, and as 
these reflections cannot exist, till after tiie act is per- 
formed, it follows that the reward must be subsequent to 
the virtuous act. And as many are taken from this 
world in the performance of an act of virtue, it rs mani- 
fest that they must be rewarded' aft^ death, if they are 
rewarded at all. 

• LectoreB, pp. 982, S83. 
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It cAnnot be pretended that Yirtae is always rewarded 
in the very ac<^ for our Savior telU us that we must 
take up our crossj if we would be his disciples. This 
plainly shows that virtue is sometimes painful for the 
time being. Were not this the case> there could be no 
ero98 to take up. Since virtue is not always rewarded 
in the very act, it follows that the reward must succeed 
the act of virtue, and so in some cases at least, will ex- 
tend beyond the grave. Thus it appears from the very 
nature of the case, that virtue will be rewarded in a fu* 
ture state. And what is so reasonable in itself, and 
what grows out of the very nature of things, is als^ 
taught in the oracles of God. 

In the first place we will attempt t& show that the 
I«ord Jesus Christ was rewarded in a future states iike 
the arduous duti.es he peformed in this. St Puil saja 
of Christy "He autde himself of no reputatien, and took 
upon him the form of a servant, and was made in the 
likttiess of men; and being found in fashion aa a 
man, he humbled himselfi and hflrai e •bedtent unto 
death, even the death of the cross." Here the apostle 
gives us a brief account of the trials and su&rtngs of 
Christ, and of the meekness and patience with which he 
bore them. Now what was the reward which Christ 
received for this work of patience, this labor of love? 
The apostle informs us in the very next words, "fFhire-^ 
/ore," says he, or "for this reason,^^ as Wakefield ren- 
ders the phrase, "God also hath highly exalted him, and 
given him a name which is above every name." Phil. ii. 
7,8,9. Nothing can be plainer than that Christ was 
exalted as a reward for his benevolent deeds performed 
in this world. But where was Christ exalted ? in this 
world, or the next ? It is evident from the language of 
the passage, that this reward was granted him after 
death, for it was in consequence of his death, that he was 
exalted. In fact, every person will admits that Christ's 
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exaltation was after his death. This passage, then, tea- 
ches us in the clearest manner, that Christ was rewarded 
in a future state, for virtuous actions performed in this. 
That Christ was exalted as a reward for his sufferings 
and death, is further taught bj the same apostle. *'But 
we see Jesus, who was made a little lower than the an- 
gels/or the suffering of death, crowned untk glory and 
hanor.^^ Heb* ii. 9. The same doctrine is taught in 
these words : — **Looking unto Jesus, the author and fin- 
isher of our faith ; who, for the joy that was set before 
him, endured the cross, despising the shame, and Is set 
down at the right hand of the throne of God." Heb. xii. 
£• This passage not only informs us that Christ acted 
with a view of a reward, but it also teaches us the na- 
ture of this reward. It consisted in ''sitting down at 
the right hand of the throne of God." 

From these passages it is demonstrably evident that 
our divine Master *'had respect to a recompense of re- 
ward," and that he was exalted in a future state, as a 
reward forliiv su ff o ring a and ileath here on earth. Nbw 
if a future reward was necessary to engage the benevo- 
lent Jesus in his duty, is it not equally necessary to en- 
gage us in our duty? Since Christ is our pattern, and 
was rewarded after death, it is just to conclude that a 
future reward awaits all his faithful followers. And to 
this he himself bears witness. To the Laodiceans he 
says, *'To him that overcometh will I grant to sit with 
me in my throne, even as 1 also overcame, and am set 
down with my Father in his throne." Rev. iiL 21. 
This passage teaches two important truths. 1. That 
Christ was rewarded after death for his labors on earth. 
'*I also overcamBfand am set down in my Father's throne." 
This passage teaches us that at the time of John-s vision, 
which was after the ascension of Christ, our Lord was 
then enjoying a reward for the labors he performed in 
this world. He was then sitting in his Father's throne. 
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This passage therefore, concurs with those before quoted, 
in teaching us that Christ was rewarded after death. 
2« This passage also teaches us that men, who are faith- 
ful, will be rewarded ia the same manner. "To him 
that overcometh, will I grant to sit with me in mj 
throne, even as I also overcame, and am set down with 
mj Father in his throne." Here Jesus declares that his 
faithful followers shall be rewarded, as he has been — 
shall sit in his throne after death, as he has set in his 
Father's throne after death. And as Jesus sat in his 
Father's throne as a reward for his labors in time, so will 
the faithful disciples of Christ sit in his throne as a 
reward for their faithfulness in this state of being. 
Thus does the faithful and true Witness promise a 
future reward to all sincere Christians. 

The blessed Jesus promised the same to his disciples 
during his personal ministrj. On a certain occasion a 
man came^to Christ, and asked him what he should do to 
inherit eternal life. Here the subject of a future 
reward was introduced. In reply to him, Jesus sajs, 
"If thou wilt enter into life, keep the commandments." 
This is saying, that keeping the commandments would 
entitle him to a reward beyond death. But while Jesus 
was treating upon this subject, Peter said unto him, — 
"Behold we have forsaken all, and followed thee ; what 
shall we have therefore P" Here Peter puts the question 
directly to our Lord. He asks him, what reward the 
disciples were to expect. "And Jesus said unto them. 
Verily, verily, I say unto you, that ye which have fol- 
lowed me in the regeneration, when the Son of man shall 
sit in the throne of his glory, ye also shall sit upon 
twelve thrones, judging the twelve tribes of Israel." 
Matt. xix. 17, ST, 28. Here again sitting upon thrones 
is mentioned as a reward for their fidelity. We have 
already seen that sitting upon thrones would take place 
in a future world ; and this sense is confirmed by the 
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pustge now under consideration. Besides, all the 
principal advocates for Universal Salvation, allege this 
passage in proof of the future happiness of Judas. And 
you. Sir, revert to this passage, to show that Judaft will 
be brought in.* In this manner jou acknowledge that 
the reward mentioned in this passage, will not be reali- 
zed on this side the grave. 

In the parallel passage, Mark x. £9, 50, Jesus says to 
his disciples, who declared that they had left all and 
followed him, «Verily, verily, I say anto you, there is no 
man that hath left house, or brethren, or sisters, or father, 
or mother, or wife, or children, or lands, for my sake, 
and the gospel's, bat he shall receive an hundred-fold 
now in this time, (that is, in this life,) houses and breth- 
ren, and sisters, and mothers, and lands, with persecu- 
tions ; and in the woHd to come, everlasting fife." See 
also Luke xviii. 29, SO. It is evident from this text, 
that virtue is not only rewarded in this life, but in the 
future also. "In the world to come, they shall receive 
everlasting life,'' as a reward for having forsaken ail, 
and followed Christ There can be no doubt, but that 
the {ai&n/) world to eeme, isbere used to express a state 
beyond death, because it is placed in opposition ti> a 
state in which we may possess houses, and brethren^and 
sisters, and mothers and lands. Thus does our Savior 
expressly declare that men shall be rewarded in Hie 
lifo to come. 

Matt vi. 18, 20, is also in point ^<Lay not up for 
yourselves ti^asures upon earth, where mo^h and rust 

. dofh corrupt, and where thieves break through and steal ; 

^ but lay up for yourselves treasures in heavm, where nei- 
ther moth nor rust doth corrupt, and where thieves do 
not break through nor steal.^ See also Luke xii. dd. 
Here Jesus commands his felkywers to lay up treasures 
in heaven* Skaven is here used to express a state be- 

♦ Lectures, p. 319. 
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yond the present, becauye it is placed in opposition to 
the earth. Neither is there so great security in any 
blessing in this world, as is expressed in this text, N4>w 
as Christ has commanded us to lay up treasures in a 
future state of being, it follows that we can do something 
here to effect our happiness hereafter. To deny this, is 
absurdly to admit that Christ is a hard roaster, and re- 
quires irapossibilities. Again, says the divine Teacher* 
'^Rejoiee, and be exceeding glad ; for great is your r€- 
ufard in heavenJ^ Matt. v. 12. This passage asserts 
that some shall have a great reward in heaven^ and ais 
heaven is placed in opposition to & state, which admits 
of persecution, it must be bejond the confines of this 
world. Christ expresses the same when he says, ^'Thou 
shalt be recompensed at Uie resurrectioii of the just.'' 
]>iike xiv. 14. We have already seen in a preceding 
Letter, that the resurrection here spoken of, was literal. 
Hence this reward will be conferred at die resurrection 
of the dead. Paul to the Corinthians recognizes a fa- 
. ture reward. *'Know ye not,*' says he, «Hhat they which 
run in a race, run all^i)ttt one reeeiveth the prize ? So 
run, that je may obtain. And every man that striveth 
for the masteiy, is temperate in all things. Now they 
dp it toebtain a corruptible crown ; but we an incorrup- 
tible.'^ 1 Cor. ix. S4, 25. From this passage it will be 
seen that the apostle and primitive Christians ran to ob- 
tain an incarrupHble crown. This was their reward, as 
much as the corruptible crown was the reward of those 
who arrived first at the goal in a literal race. And as 
you will not pretend that this incorruptible crown is 
granted in this World, this passage is clear in proof of a 
future reward. It is further evident that the apcjostle 
Paul looked forward to a future state for a reward, from 
what he has said elsewhere. "I am now ready to be 
offered/' says he, "and the time of my departure is at 
haad. I have fought a good fight, I have finished my 
22 
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cottne, I have kept the faith ; henceforth there is Itid 
up for me a crown of righteousaese, which the Lord, the 
righteous Judge, shall give me at that daj ; and not to 
me only, but to all them also that love his appearing." 
2 Tim. iv. 6; 7, 8. Upon this passage, we remark, 1. 
Virtue cannot be fully rewarded in the act, for the apos- 
tle had performed many acts of virtue — ^*had finished 
his course»" but his reward was then future. His labon 
were already accomplished, but his reward was yet to 
come. 8. The apostle fixes the time when he should 
receive this glorious reward. He first states that the 
time of his dq^rture is at hand, and then says that 
the reward will be given him at that day, at the time of 
his departure. This reward will, accoiding to the sense 
of the passage, be after death ; and you will not pretend 
that a crown of immortality and glory is given in this 
world. S. It appears that this glorious crown is (^vea 
as a reward ; for the apostle speaks of its being granted 
in consequence of his faithfulness. He also says that it 
will be granted to all others who love his appearing. 
This shows that the crown is granted as a reward for 
virtue performed in this state. 4. This passi^ notoolj 
teaches us that the virtuous shall receive this reinrard, 
but also that the wicked shall not. When Paul says, 
that this crown of righteousness will be given to those 
who love Christ's appearing, he implies that it will not 
be given to those who do not love his appearing. I 

St. Paul to Timothy teaches a future reward in the 
clearest manner. ^'Bodily exercise," says he, ''profitetb 
little; but godliness is profitable unto all things; having 
the ffromise of the life that now is, and of that which is 
to eome,^^ 1 Tiro. iv. 8. This passage is too clear to 
need comment Our Savior expresses it all when he 
says, "Be thou faithful unto death, and I will give thee a 
crown of life." Rev.ii. 10. From the passages intro- 
duced in this Letter, and these are only a specimen, it 
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evidentlj appears, that a fature reward for the righteous 
is a doctrine of the New Testament* We have seen 
that Christ was exalted to his Father's throne in a 
future state, as a reward for his labors and suffering in 
this. We have also seen that Christ promised to reward 
his faithful followers in the same manner ; he promised 
them a throne, and eternal life in the world to come-<- 
commanded them to laj up treasures in heaven — and 
said that thej should be rewarded in heaven, and recom- 
pensed tit the resurrection of the just. We have had 
the assurance of St. Paul, that the faithful looked for a 
crown of righteousness, and ran for an incorruptible 
crown— in a word, that godliness has the promise of the 
lifis which is to come. And finally, we have seen that 
the faithful and true Witness assures us, that if we are 
faithful unto death, he will give us a crown of life.^ 
Thess passages incontrovertiblj prove that the reward 
of the righteous will be extended into a future state. 

I am aware however, that you meet these passages, or 
several of them, by saying, that the blessings mentioned 
are said to be given, and if they are gifts, they cannot 
be considered as a reward. I shall not attempt to an- 
swer this objection at large, but shall content myself with 
tHFO remarks. I. The fact that they arc said to be giv- 
en, does not oppose the idea of their being a reward ; 
for they may be given as such. To give, or grant a r€- 
ward, is no solecism. 2. The blessings which the right- 
eous enjoy in this world, are said to be gifts, and if this 
destroys the idea of their being a reward, then we must 
conclude, that they are not rewarded at all; which is 
repugnant to the scriptures, and your system also. So 
this objection can have no weight. . A future reward 
then, is substantially proved. Now a future reward is 
only a counterpart of a future punishment. And all the 
passages which inform us that the righteous will be re- 
warded in another state, virtually tell us, that the wick- 
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ed shall not enjoj that blessing; and this is saying, that 
they shall be miserable. This remark will accord with 
your own sentiment, for yoa acknowledge that the scrip- 
lures every where hold forth the idea that vice will be 
punished as long as virtue is rewarded < Your words are 
tbese-*-*'On the other band, he» (meaning yourself.) does 
net believe that the wrongs a man may be guilty of. can 
justly be punished to a greater extent, than his well- 
doing can be rewarded. No reason is seen for eztend- 
iilg the punishment of a man's wfckedness, beyond the 
rewards of his righteousness* It is moreover believed 
that the scriptures every where justify this view of the 
subject."* In this passage you admit that vice will be 
puttisbed as long as virtue is rewarded. Hi^ aSh we 
have already seen that virtue will be rewarded id a fu- 
ttti^ statei we are authorised by scripture^ by the nature 
of the castyaad by your own conrfensioa, te conelvde that 
punishment will be extended beyond death Kkeurm* 

Aootber argtimemt i» hi^f of a future retribtttion, is 
draiTff from the eemmon eonsent of mankind, ttfea 
fact subst^fttiated by history, th^t the doctrine 6f a fu- 
ture retribution has generally prevailed in all agef and 
nations. The ancient covenant people, the Jewse. be- 
lieved this doctiine; and all the heathen nations^ of 
whose opinions the world has any knowledge, entertain 
the same views. In proof of this^ I will refer to author-- 
ities mentioned in a former letter* This then, is a fact, 
which no person of informatioa will deny, viz. That a 
future retribution i& a doctrine which has prevailed gen- 
erally in all ages of the world. It does not weaken this 
argument to say, that many of the heathen believed in 
the transmigration of seals. For this is virtually a fu^ 
tore retribution;; as it supposes that men are not suflt* 
cieatly punished in the act of transgression* and so it 
becomes necessary, that the soul at death should pass 
• Reply to Merrift, pp. 6, 9. 
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into some other animal, in which it will receive a just 
retribution for its past iniqaitj. Transmigration is, in 
reality, a future punishment If the soul of a sinner 
passes at death into any other animal, and is there 
punished, this punishment is as much after death, as 
though it were iniSicted in another world. In fact, the 
doctrine of transmigration shows how very strongly a 
future retribution was rivetted into the minds of the 
heathen ; for rather than abandon this fundamental arti* 
cle, they would have recourse to almost any extravagance. 
But perhaps you will say, that the heathen differed in 
opinion on almost every subject, had different views of 
a future retribution, and embraced absurdities too nu* 
merous to be mentioned. This is readily admitted, and 
this strengthens our argument. It shows plainly, that a 
retribution beyond death was so firmly believed, that 
how much soever they differed on other subjects, and on 
this very subject, they all admitted the doctrine in some 
form or other ; and how absurd soever they were in 
other respects, no one thought of relinquishing this all- 
important, this fundamental article. A future retribu- 
tion then was the general opinion, both of the Jews and 
the heathen. And the question to be decided is, from 
whence arose this opinion ? 

Now as it regards the Jews, they undoubtedly derived 
this doctrine from revelation. It is the opinion of many, 
if not of most commentators, that many revelations were 
made to Adam, and his immediate descendants, of which ^ 
we have no account in the Pentateuch. We are told in 
the New Testament, that Jesus performed many things 
which are not recorded ;* and there is no absurdity in 
supposing that Moses omitted many things also. Con* 
sidering the brevity of Moses's account, it is perfectly 
evident that he gave only a history of some of the most 

* John xxi. S5. 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



JigO LBTmt Vtt 

iinportaiit eventi. Cansideriiig the iafaDcj of tUit world, 
and the lack of expefimenial knowledge at Chat time, it 
li bigbl J probablo that tie Deity interposed freciueatly, 
and gave the first itiUbVtaiita loaaj direclioM, whick are 
Mt recorded* This supposilioiii is rendered still more 
probable on jour sjstem, which stppooes that Adam was 
created no more wise or perfect than other men.* 

Without admitting that the Deity gave the fiirsi in- 
habitants of the world sooie instructimi n»ore tban is 
mcoiioned in the scriptures^, it isr extremely difficuk to 
a<icottnt for the sacrifices olered by Cain and AbeK- iind 
fer naiiy otber thiags which are mentiooed! in the scrip- 
tiuresi and wkiob coild not have been le«riied from 
teture» espesiaUy at that early age of the world. For 
irnstance» when Caia slew hie brother^ he felt Gondemna- 
lion as much' aS' Adam, did wheft be vkolated the express 
command of GM. But we hftVQ no account in Genesis 
thatOod had prohibited murder «t that time* Now, 
from whence arose CaiA^s condemnation for slaying, his 
brother ? It must haive been thet God gyive them t^ law 
before that time. Otherwise! I. do not see why he should 
have felt condemnationi. " Where there i» oe U^w/' we 
are told on divine authority^'' there is no transgression." 
Since Cain felt condemnation for slaying his brother^ 
we are led to conclude that nwriler had already been 
prohibited,, though nothing, of this is tteotioneA by 
Moaes. Hence we are compelled to admits that God 
revealed to his new-created off^wing, many thinga which 
ere not mentioned in the scriptures. NiMnerone cases 
might be mentioned, which lead us to the same con- 
vlusron. And it is worthy of renmrfe, that the scriptures 
do not pretend that every event is recorded therein^ but 
on the contrary they intimate thait. this isi not the case. 
Hence we conclude, that many tbing^ were made known 
to Adam and his descendants, which are not mentioned 

^ See Atonement, pp. 32— -35. See also Lectures, pp. 67-*80. 
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ill the scriptures. Now as the Jews, as far back as we 
can hate knowledge of their opinions, believed in a 
fnture refribotion, it is natural to conclude, that this 
fTpinioD was borrowed from divine revelation. This 
hypothesis will also account for their belief in a future 
state ; for it is admitted, that we find but very little 
evidence of this doctrine in the Old Testament. 

But, perhaps you wifl say, that the condemnation 
which Cain felt, arose from the common sentiment which 
God has implanted in man, thtit taking life is a crime. 
But this is no more to your purpose than the other posi- 
tion. For if the common sentrment of mankind, that it' 
is a crime ta take life, establishes that principle, then 
the common sentimeat that there will be a retribution 
beyond death, establishes that princi|j{e also. But from 
whence arose the heathen opinion, that a future punish- 
ment awaited the ungodly? It is an acknowledged 
principle in moral as well as in natural philosophy, that 
every effect results from some adequate cause. And 
from whence arises this general belref ? It is the' opin- 
ion of most Christiao writers, that the heathen borrowed 
their opinions ffom early revelations.* Now if this bef 
the case« as I think appears pretty evident, the belief of 
the heathen furnishes: us with a good argument in favor 
of punishment beyond death. We are willing to admit, 
as was before observed, that the heathen mixeii much 
fable with their doctrines. Bui tliis is just what might 
naturaify be expected, on supposition that a future retri- 
bution was first borrowed from divine revefatioil. Who-* 

* See Dr. Shockrord^s Connexiott-s bdtWetin* Saer«d atfd Profane 
HiHoty,. a work worthy of a critical perusal. The doctor con^ 
tends that the Lord made many revelations in the first ages of the 
World', whicb are tkot recorded in the sa<ired'VoXattie^ antl that the 
beaDhev borrowed their ddCtrhMi fi-Onf the traditioni of esarly reveu 
taiions* And before any person adopts the opposite hypothesis, 
be ought to be able to refute all the doctor^'s arguments. 

See also Frideaaji's GonneaioDSw 



Digitized by VjOOQIC 



£02 LETTER VII. 

ever is acquainted with the heathea doctrines and fables, 
and the origin of their mythology, will be sensible that 
the heathen built their fables upon doctrines, and not 
their doctrines upon their fables. The doctrine was first 
believed, and then some fable was built upon it. Though 
these fables frequently corrupted their doctrines, still it 
will be found that in almost every instance, their fables 
were not invented, till after the doctrine on which they 
rested, was generally believed.* Now although their 
fables are numerous which relate to a future state of 
punishment, they are all founded upon a belief in that 
doctrine, which belief gave rise to these fables. Now 
from these brief hints, 1 think it will be apparent, that 
the heathen were indebted to early revelation for their 
belief in a future retribution. 

But you will undoubtedly object to this. Then it de* 
volves upon you to account for this belief. Was it bor- 
rowed from nature ? I know of nothing in the appear- 
ances of nature, which even teaches a future state of 
being ; and it would be absurd to assert that nature 
taught the heathen a future state of suffering, when it 
did not so much as teach the existence of a future state. 
Is it the common sentiment implanted by God in our 
very natures ? Then this sentiment must be the truth* 
for we cannot suppose that God would impress a false- 
hoiod upon the whole world of mankind. You cannot 
consistently admit that the plain, unlettered sentiment 
of mankind is wrong, since you deny the doctrine of 
innate depravity. Does this belief arise from corrupt 
appetites and passions f Sinful feelings instead of fa- 
voring, remonstrate against the doctrine. Whm Paul 
reasoned of a judgment to tome, the corrupt Felix trem- 
bled. To conclude, this general belief in a future retri- 
bution, must arise from divine revelation, be taught in 
nature, or be implanted in every breast by God himself. 

* On this subject alio, s«e Shuckford'a Connexlbut. 
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It could nat be learned from natui'e, for nature does not 
even teach a future state of being. It must therefore 
either arise from revelation, or be the common sentiment 
of mankind interwoven with their very nature. In either 
case it affords us a good argument in favor of the doc'^ 
trine for which we plead. 

Another consideration which indaees a belief in a 
fotare retribution, and that the ancient heathen borrow* 
ed their views from revelation, is this : The earlj Chris- 
tian fathers all believed in a future retribution* Yes ; 
Clemeifs, Origen and others, who believed in the ** resti^ 
ttttion of all things/' were all firm believers In this 
doctrine. As these uftdn lived in the first ages of Chris*^ 
tianitj, before the §[>spel became cerr^pted, they cer- 
tainly had a better opportunity irf. knowii^ what was 
taug)it by Christ and hia apostles^ than men <Sail have at 
the presi^t day« New as these early fathers j^eed 
with the ikcient heathen in opinion^ it gees t<^ sho^ that 
the heathen originaUy received their doctrine from tbe 
sanM divine source* It also goes to show that Christ 
and his apostles taught a foture retribution^ 

The Romish doctrine of Pargatory, which is frequently 
mentioned as a burlesque upon our sentiment, is acfuaHy 
an argument in its favor. The papal corrupfidns did 
not consist in inventing new doctrines, but in corrupting 
the genuine doctrines of the church. Their doctrine of 
indulgence$ was nothing more thsn an abuse of the scrip- 
tural doctrine of remission of sins. And so of their 
other abuses* They all consisted in the perversion of 
some scripture doctrine. The doctrine of Purgatory 
was only a corruption of the original doctrine of a fu* 
ture disciplinary punishment. The doctrine of Purga- 
tory, therefore, goes directly to show that a future 
limited discipline was the original doctrine of the 
church. And it is no objection to our system to say 
that the Papists corrupted itj Who ever thought of re- 
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jecttDg the Eucharist, because the Papists held to Tran- 
substantiation ? Will you discourage good works, be- 
cause the Catholics held to Supererogation ? The fact 
is, every professed Christian holds some doctrines which 
the Church of Rome abused. But as many of your sen- 
timent wish to ridicule our scheme by branding it with 
the name of Purgatory, we will for one moment inquire 
into the origin of the system in which you believe. 

By perusing the pages of ecclesiastical history, we 
learn that the Gnostics, that ancient sect of heretics, 
who disturbed the peace of the church, agreed with you 
in your distinguishing doctrine. They held that the 
soul was an emanation from the Deity ; that there was 
no material resurrection ; that the body was a mere 
clog to the soul, which went to immediate happiness, 
when dislodged from the body. And this sect was 
founded by Simon Magus, that ancient enemy of the 
gospel.* Your system then can boast of considerable 
antiquity, but it cannot be regarded, even by yourself^ 
as a great honor to any system to be founded bj a 
^ magician, and nursed by the Gnostics. 

But to return : All the writers of any reputation who 
have defended the doctrine of Universal Salvation, have 
believed in a future retribution. Yes, our writers in all 
ages, both in Europe and America, have been agreed on 
this point. I speak of those now off the stage. We do 
not intend to attach too much consequence to this cir- 
cumstance, but still we think it is entitled to some 
weight. Antiquity, though of itself no evidence of a 
doctrine, ought in all cases to entitle a doctrine to re- 
spect, till it be fairly proved to be unfounded. Anti- 
quity also does in some instances furnish. us with good 
evidence, by carrying us back to the times in which the 
thing itself originated, giving those early believers an 

• See PriestleyHt^oreh History, vol. i. pp. 46, 168, 195. 
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opportunitj of knowing the troth. And this Is the case 
in the instance before us. But whilst all the principal 
mrriters in all ages, who have adopted our general sys- 
tem, have believed in a future retribution, the doctrine 
of immediate happiness was scarcely heard of till within 
a very few years. Dr. Huntington was the first writer 
of any note who denied a future punishment And since 
that time, which was about thirty years ago, his scheme 
has been generally rejected, and the doctrine which in- 
troduces all men into heaven at death, has undergone 
many changes, and in fact is still fluctuating. There 
are scarcely two persons on your side of the question, 
who ar^ agreed in opinion. One founds the doctrine of 
immediate happiness upon materialism; another sup- 
poses, that sinners are first suffered to drop out of being, 
and then will be introduced into immediate happiness, 
and another saves them by an imputation of righteous- 
ness. You yourself do not appear to be at all settled in 
your peculiar views. At one time you save mankind by 
death, at another by instruction, and at another by the 
resurrection. This fluctuation of sentiment, this differ- 
ence of opinion, among the deniers of a future retribu- 
tion, plainly shows that there is great difficulty in their 
system. This multiplicity of sentiment verifies your 
declaration, that " as long as men are disposed to learn 
the scriptures how to talk, they will be forced to speak 
as many different languages as were spoken at the build- 
ing of Babel, and with as much confusion.'' 

Before dismissing this subject, I will state one notion 
more which has been advanced by those who deny fu- 
ture misery. They pretend to believe in a future retri- 
bution, but they qualify it in such a manner, that to my 
mind it means just nothing at all. They assert, that 
men will be punished after death, if they die impenitent; 
but they assert that this punishment is only a negahve 
punishment, consisting not iq any degree of misery, but 
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ID a Iei8 degree of happiness !* This system appears to 
be composed of sound rather tiian signifieation. I will 
Bot detain joa bj attempting a labored refutation of 
this novel sentiment, but will just remark : This ne^a- 
tive puniskmentt as it is called, either renders the sin- 
ner unhappy, or it does not. If it does not, then it is 
no punishment at all. To talk of men's being punished, 
when thej themseWes experience no unhappiness, is a 
contradiction in terms. So on supposition that this pun- 
ishment, as it is called, does not produce any misery, this 
system is no different from yours, which denies a future 
retribution in full. And if this negative punishment 
does produce misery, then this system agrees with ours, 
and admits of actual suffering in a future state. It is 
useless therefore, for the abettors of this scheme to pre- 
tend, that this is a half- way system between yours and 
the one for which we contend. In fact this subject 
admits of no medium. If a person has any settled 
opinion, he must either believe or disbelieve the doc- 
trine of future suffering for the impenitent. 

From what has been offered in this Letter, it will be 
seen that a future reward is reserved for the righteous. 
This consideration shows that a full retribution does not 
tak^ place in this state. Fvery passage which teaches 
a future reward, teaches a future punishment also. This 
you acknowledge. And as a future reward is clearly 
proved, it follows of consequence that there will be a 
future punishment. We have also seen that n future 
retribution is the common sentiment of mankind. If this 
sentiment is borrowed from divine revelation, it is deci- 
sive in favor of our opinion; and if it arises from any, 
principle implanted in our natore, bj the Deity, as it 
must, if it is not derived from revelation, it furnishes us 
with an argument nearly as forcible. We have further 

^ $ee Cbrittkn T«leicope, edited by Rev. D. Piekerini^. 
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seen that all the principal dcifenders of Uniyeraal Salva- 
tion, both in Europe and America, till within a very few 
years, have believed in a future retribution ; while the 
system for which you contend, has^ from its first appear- 
ing in latter times, been in a state of almost pei'petual 
fluctuation. This is a just statement of the prevalence 
and permanency of the two systems, and this is just 
what might naturally be expected on supposition that a 
future retribution is the truth of God, and its opposite 
the invention of man. 

YourSy &c. 
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Objedioni considered. 

HEY. AND DEAR BROTHER, 

In this Letter I propose to consider some of the prin- 
cipal objections which yoa urge against a future retribu- 
tion, which have not already been answered in these 
Letters. Some of your arguments which I shall here no- 
tice, are perhaps more properly arguments in favor of your 
system, than objections against mine* They may, how- 
ever, with propriety be introduced here. Your most 
popular objection to a future punishment is this ;— All 
men are to be raised immortal, and immortality cannot 
suffer, consequently there can be no misery after death. 
That you make great use of this argument, may be seen 
by many quotations, among which is the following.— 
"Whoever will pay a serious attention to the subject 
tinder consideration, and lay all prejudice aside, will 
soon learn that divine revelation allows no condemnation 
-^no sin — in an immortal stateJ^* 

Your argument in relation to immortality, rests upon 
two positions. The premises from which your conclu- 
sion, that there can be no condemnation after deaih, is 
drawn, are these, viz. that immortality cannot suffer, and 
that all men put on immortality at the moment of dMh. 
If either of these positions be untenable, then your 
conclusion will fail. Do you assert that imraortalitj 
cannot suffer ? You do. Thus far then, you have the 
coniidence to state one of your premises. But do you 
state the other position, viz. that all men are raised to 
immortality at liie moment of death? No; you do not 

* Reply to Merritt, p. 34. See also Lectures, pp. 94, 369, 370. < 
U. Mag. Vol. IV. p. 151. ^ 
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You dare not hazard that assertion. Thus we see that 
you dare not state your premises, and still you appear 
to be very fond of exhibiting; the conclusion. But you 
will probably say that all men will be immortal in the * 
resurrection. This is only evading the question. The 
question is, do all men put on immortality at the mo- 
ment of death ? To say that all men become immortal, 
does not answer your purpose. For, if we should admit 
that immortality cannot suffer, men still might suffer 
between death and the resurrection, if the resurrection 
does not take place immediately at death. You fre- 
quently represent men as being saved by the resurrec- 
tion. This is admitting that they may be unhappy till 
the resurrection. Now in order to support your doctrine 
of no misery after death, you must not only prove that 
immortality cannot suffer, but you must also prove that 
all men become immortal at death ; or in other words, 
that death and the resurrection are simultaneous events. 
The above is all the reply this objection merits. You 
cannot with any consistency at all urge this, objection, 
until yoQ have proved both of the positions mentioned 
above. Will you, who possess such strong reasoning 
powers* pretend to say. that the conclusion will be valid, 
when the premisea are false? And will you still conti- 
nue to ui^e a conclusion whose premises you dare not 
even state? Now, Sir, 1 call upon you in the most im- 
perative manner to come forward and prove that all men 
are raised to immortality at death, and that immortality 
excludes all suffering of necessity ; or else never pre- 
sume to urge the objection we are considering, against a 
future retribution. Though this objection has been suf- 
ficiently examined, as you lay great stress upon this 
point, I will condescend to give it a particular examina- 
tion. Let it be remembered then that this argument 
rests upon two positions. 1. Thai all men unll be rai- 
sed at the moment of death to immortality. And £• 
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That immortalUtf cannot suffer. These positions we 
will examine separately. 

1. JiU men are raised to immortality at the moment of 
death. This proposition, which is one of the main pillare 
on which your argument rests, is diametrically opposite to 
the scriptures. When you urge this argument against our 
views, you virtually say that men are saved by the re- 
surreetUm. We have already seen"" some of the absur- 
dities attendant upon that view of the subject. When 
you rely upon this argument, you in fact confess that 
your other grounds are untenable : for if men are saved 
by the resurrection, they are not saved by death's stop- 
ping their career of wickedness — not by being instruct- 
ed, and not by faith and repentance, those indispensable 
prerequisites for the enjoyment of heaven. But the 
question is, are all men raised to immortality at the mo- 
ment of death? We have in a former Letter, pointed 
out some of the objections, to this notion. It was then 
shown that the scriptures declare, that Christ was the 
"first bom from the dead," which could not have been 
the case, if all men rise from the dead at the moment of 
death. It was also seen that David had not arisen in 
the days of the apostles, which shows that the resurrec* 
tion IS a future event. 

. But on the subject of the resurrection you constantly 
refer to the 15th of 1st Corinthians. Let us then for a 
moment look at that scripture, and see if it teaches us 
that all men are raised to immortality at death. The 
apostle after speaking of the resurrection of Christ, com- 
mences the subject of man's resurrection in the follow- 
ing language; — "For as in Adam all die, even so in 
Christ shall all be made alive." Verse 22d. Here it is 
asserted that all shall be made alive, but there is not the 
least intimation that this resurrection takes place at 
death. After declaring that all shall be made alive, the 

* See Letter II. td which the reader is requested to turn. 
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apostle adds, <*But everj man in his own order ; Christ 
the first fruits, afterwards they that are Christ's at his 
coming." Verse 23. This verse, instead of favoring 
your idea, is directly opposed to it. The apostle here 
assures us, that Christ is the first fruits of the resurrec- 
tion, that is, the fii-st who rose to immortal life. This is 
also taught in verse 20th— '«But now is Christ risen 
from the dead, and become the first fruits of them that 
slept.'' This proves that the Lord Jesus was the first 
who put on immortality. This sense of the passage is 
confirmed by verse 21st — "For since by man came death, 
by man came also the resurrection of the dead." Death 
is said to come by Adam, because he was the first who 
experienced it. In like manner the resurrection is said 
to come by Christ, because he was the first raised from 
the dead to life immortal. Elsewhere the apostle says, 
that Christ is the jirst bom from the dead. These pas- 
sages clearly prove that Christ was the first, who arose 
from the grave to immortal life. But this cannot be 
true, if every man is raised at the moment of death* 
We must, therefore, conclude that your argument is 
founded upon false premises, or that the apostle was 
mistaken in his opinion. — But the apostle, after having 
stated that Christ was the first fruits of the resurrection* 
informs us that men shall be raised afterwards. «*Christ 
the first fruits, afterwards they that are Christ's at his 
coming." This passage not only says, that Christ rose 
first, but it also says that men shall rise afterwards. 
No language can more clearly contradict your position. 
Besides the apostle informs us, that those who are 
Chmst's, shall be raised at his coming. Now I will sub- 
mit it to you to determine whether this alludes to his 
first coming, which is already past, or to hh future com- 
ing. But in either case, it shows that all men are not 
raised at the hour of death. Christ's coming must mean 
some particular time^ and hence the resurrection cannot 
23 » 
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take place at one time as much as at aoother* Again ; 
the apostle sajs, verses dlst andSSd — ^''Behold, I show 
yoQ a mjsterj ; we shall not all sleep, but we shall all 
be chaqged, in a moment, in the twinkling of an eye, at 
the last trump ; for the trumpet shall sound, and the 
dead shall be raised incorruptible, and we shall be chan- 
ged." Paul in this eonnexion by sleep means death. 
So when he says, "we shall not all sleep, but we shall all 
be changed," his meaning is, we shall not all die a tempo- 
ral death, but we shall all be changed from mortal to 
immortal beings. But when shall this take place ? The 
passage shall answer. *«At the last trump, the dead 
shall be raised incorruptible, and we shall be changed." 
This then informs us, that when the dead are raised to 
immortality, the saints who are alive on the earth, shall 
be changed to immortal beings. This truth is taught 
still more clearlj,if possible, in 1 Thess.iv. 14, 15, 16, 
ir. ''For if We believe that Jeaus Christ died and rose 
again, even so them also which sleep in Jesus will God 
bring with him. For this we say unto you by the word 
of the Lord, that we which are alive, and remain unto 
the coming of the Lord, shall not prevent them which are 
asleep. For the Lord himself shall descend from hea- 
ven with a shout, with the voice of the archangel, and 
with the trump of God. And the dead in Christ shall 
rise first. Then we which are alive, and remain, shall be 
caught up together with them in the clouds, to meet the 
Lord in the air. And so shall we ever be with the 
Lord." 

This passage teaches us that the resurrection is to 
take place at ChrisVs coming, which shows that all n^en 
are to be raised at some particular period. It further 
informs us, that, when the dead are raised, those which 
are alive on the earth, shall be changed, so as to be able 
to ascend up into the clouds, and meet the Lord in the 
air. Here then we can appeal to plain matters of fact. 
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Has this time ever arrived ? Have those who are alive 
on the e^^rth ever been changed to immortal beings ? 
Have thej ever been able t» ascend up and meet the 
liord in the air? No man will even pretend this* 
Then it is evident that the resurrection is a future event ; 
and consequently it cannot be a fact that every person 
is raised to immortality, at the death of the body. What 
has been offered is deemed more than sufficient to con- 
fute your position, that death and the resurrection are 
simultaneous events. 

But perhaps you will say, that I might have saved 
myself the labor of confuting a position which you have 
never advanced as your opinion. But why have you 
not advanced this position P Your argument absolutely 
requires it. You are bound by all rules of reasoning to 
advance this position, or else abandon the inference you 
draw from it. It is of no use to you to isay, that im- 
mortality cannot suffer. It would be of no use to prove 
that immortality excludes all suffering, unless you prove 
also, that every person is raised to immortafity at death. 
Suppose that immortal beings are incapable of pain, how 
does this prove that there is no misery beyond deaith ? 
If men do not put on immortality, until long after death, 
they may be miserable after death, and this misery may 
continue till the resurrection. 

Now we have already seen, that the re,surrection is a 
future event. This completely saps the foundation of 
your alignment. You say, there can be no suffering in 
an immortal .state. We admit it, and what follows? 
Not that there is no suffering after death ; for as the 
resurrection is yet future, men may have suffered for 
hundreds or even thousands of years already, since their 
deaths and their suffering may continue hundreds of 
years to come, before they put on immortality. Now if 
you were able to prove, that there could be no suffering 
in an immortal state, it would yield you no assistance. 
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They may suffer in »n iDterroediate state, if they do not 
after the resurrection. Though destroying one of your 
premises overthrows your conclusion as completely* as 
if both of your premises were destroyed^ still we shall 
not rest satisfied, till we have shown them both to be 
false. HaTing seen that your first position is void of 
foundation, let us now inquire into the truth of your 
other position, viz. T^at immortal beings cannot expe- 
riince suffering. You frequently assert, that immor- 
tality cannot suffer. But we shall be better enabled to 
judge of the correctness of this assertion, when we shall 
have considered the subject maturely. 

In the first place, this declaration comes from you 
with a very ill grace. For you are in the habit, when 
pressed with any difficulty relative to a future retribu- 
tion, of saying, that we have no knowledge of a future 
state. Attempting to expose a future reward for virtue 
you say, " Why should we believe that divine wisdom, 
with an intention to engage us in the service of virtue, 
should place its reward in a future state of existence, in 
a world we know NOTHrKo or, /rot» which no traveller 
ever retumed.^^ Again, in the same connexion you say, 
*' But all this must be carried on in a Secret place^ ont of 
sight of all the living ; and none to report it to us, only 
those who know nothing about itJ^* Agaifl you say, 
«< As amazed as any one ms|r be at my ignorance of a 
future state, I have no pride in pretwiding to know that 
of which I am totaUy ignorant After all that has been 
said by our doctors of divinity on the subject of a future 
state, reason will acknowledge that they have no more 
knowledge concerning its particulars than an infant 
childJ^^i Once more you say, what man's constitution 
in a future state will be, " I humbly conceive no living 
man knows or can know^X In these passages you assert, 

• Lectures, pp. W9, 300. t U. Mag. vol. iii. p. 131. 

t Ibid. p. 133. 
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that jou knojv hotmino of a future state, bat are total- 
Z.T ignorant of it Now it is not a little surprising that 
a person who is so completely, so totally ignorant of a 
future state, should be so inHmately acquainted with 
immortalitj, as to know, that it necessarily excludes all 
suffisring. When your system requires it, you know 
nothing at all about a future world ! But no sooner is 
tiie case altered so as to require more knowledge, than 
your former ignorance is entirely forgotten, and all at 
onco you are so well acquainted with a future world, 
and the texture of immortality, that you know that im« 
mortal beings can experience no suffering 1 Bui where 
do you obtain your knowledge, that immortality cannot 
suffer ? No where^ You say yourself, •' For aiight we 
know for certainty , sin may exist in a future state, and 
may then be purged by the power of divine goodness, 
and yet we. may now be enabled to prove this to be the 
ease f''* In this passage you confess that you know 
not, but that men may suffer condemrfation for sin in a 
futurje state. Nay, you confess that, this may be the 
case, though wo are unable to prove it. 

Now after these numerous concessions, with what 
propriety can you assert that immortality excludes mise* 
sy ? You lay it down with all the force of an axiom, 
that immortality cannot suffer ; and still you admit that 
the soul' of man is immortal in this worlds and experi^ 
ences a great degree of suffering ! In fact you urge 
this as an argument to prove that men will not be pun* 
ished after deaHh. Since men suffer so much mental 
agony in this state, you think, it would be unjust to 
punish them beyond the grave ! Now this is giving up 
the whole force of the argument For if the immortal 
soul suffers in this world, with what consistency can 
you assert, or even suggest, that immortality cannot 
suffer P The soul you acknowledge is immortal here,t 

• U. Mag, vol. HI. p. 186, t See Atonement, pp. 32, 33. 
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and of course, it can be no more than immortal in a fo- 
tare world. And if it f uffers here, it maj suffer there ; 
at least immortality will not prevent it Now if your 
sentiment, that the immortal soul suffers here be true, 
then your statement, that Immortality cannot suffer, 
must be false. But if the latter be true, then the former 
must be false. But as you constantly admit, and as 
your system requires that you should admit, that the 
soul is immortal in this state, and does experience mis- 
ery, it follows of course, that your position, that immor- 
tality cannot suffer, must be false. 

But perhaps you will say, that in the present world 
the soul is united with a sinful body, and this occasions 
the suffering which the soul feels ; but in a future state, 
the soul will be delivered from this corrapt body, and 
consequently will be exempt from all misery or pain. — 
This is giving up the whole position at once. It is say- 
ing, that immortality does suffer in this world, and 
might suffer in the next, were it not separated from 
corruption or sin. This then is resting your system of 
immediate happiness, not upon the supposed fact, that 
immortality cannot suffer, but upon the circumstance, 
that men will then be free from sin. This is giving up 
the ground on which your argument is based. But no 
doubt you wish to inquire, whether the apostle does not 
declare that men shall be raised incorruptible^ as well as 
immortaL We answer yes — he says this of certain 
characters. But this again is deviating from the point. 
By referring to this scripture, you seem to admit that it 
is not from the simply, fact, that men will be raised im- 
mortal, but from something else, that you would infer 
their happiness. The passage to which you refer shall 
be attended to in its proper place ; but this is not its 
proper place. The simple inquiry before us is, whether 
immortality excludes all suffering. 

On the subject of immortality, [ conceive that many 
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people essentially err. The word immortality, simplj 
denotes an exemption from death, or an endless life* 
This term has referedce only to the endless continuance 
of existence. It has no reference to the character of 
the being, or to his situation, relative to happiness or 
misery. An immortal being may be either virtuous or 
vicious, happy or miserable. We cannot prove that God 
is good or happy, from the fact that he is immortal. 
The soul you acknowledge is immortal here, and still 
vou confess that it is sinful and unhappy. In a certain 
sense, every man is immortal in this world. He has an 
immortal soul. He may be immortal in another sense. 
You, Sir, contend that all things take place by divine 
appointment, or in other words, are as God predetermin- 
ed they should be ; and consequently they could not 
have been otherwise.* Now Adam, for instance, lived 
nine hundred years. And according to your views, it 
was the purpose of God that he should live to that advan- 
ced age; and it being the purpose of God that he should 
live thus long, it was impossible that he should have died 
before. During that period then, he was immoriflii He 
was not subject to death ; it being as impossible for him 
to die, as it is for the purpose of God to fail. Now if 
the life of Adam had been protracted to ten thousand, or 
ten million of years, that would not have altered the 
principle. Or» if the Deity had been pleased to have 
continued him in being to eternity, the nature of his ex- 
istence would have been the same. The nature of his 
existence would not have been changed, if his life had 
been continued from period to period, and even to eter- 
nity. If we live for a limited period, we live not only 
by divine permission, but by divine support If we live 
only for a limited period, we are upheld by God, and 
that coDtinuallj^ This is a truth you will readily ac- 
knowledge^ Now if our lives.are continued to eternity. 

* Atonement, pp. 37—40. 
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this cannot alter the priociple in the least For surely, 
if we caoQot live for a limited period without being con- 
stantly Upheld bj God, we cannot expect to live through 
eternity, independent of his support St Paul in a con- 
nexion where he was treating of a future> as well as the 
present life, says, '<In him we live^ and move, and have 
our being.'** • 

But you seem to speak of immortality, as though it 
were a certain substance, which if once given to men, 
they would always possess ; or in other words, as though 
the Deity in a future state would give man a' cbnstita- 
tion, which would continue itself in being to eternity, 
without the upholding or supporting hand of God.— This 
notion, I conceive, is contrary both to seripture and reS" 
son. The sacred writers plainly teach us that^ our pre- 
sent and future existence depends constantly upon God. 
Our Savior when teaching a future life, says to his disci*' 
pies, '^Because I live, ye shall live also.'t This passage 
teaches us that we shall live in a future state bytiie oon* 
statu support of Christ, as agent of the Father. The saints 
shall live, because Christ lives. But if the constitution 
given us in a future state, be immortal from its very 
nature, so as to require no support from God, or his Son 
Jesus Christ, there can be no propriety in the declaration 
of our Lord $ for on your view of the subject, if men 
are once raised to a future life, they would live to eter- 
nity, though Christ should not. Our Lord coblLrma tins 
interpretation, in the same connexion, by saying,^*! san 
the vine, and ye are the branches.'*]: . Branches* we Ui 
know^ are constantly dependent iipon the viae. The 
branches live, not because the vine gives them an exist-* 
enee which will continue them in being withojat siui^Kiit 
from die Vipe, but because the vine ^stanttynovUahea 
and supports them. Without thia support from the vine* 
the branches will soon peviei. Th^ branchee liva by 

* Acts, zvii, 28. t loka^ ^t. 19. f John, xv. 5. 
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being constantly supported by the vino. Tlrfs is a just 
representation of our future life. It is a representa- 
tion given by our Savior hiiiiself. Our future lifft will 
be endless, not because Gdd will give us a constitution 
which will necessarily contkiue us in being to eternity 
and render us independent of the divine Eeing; but be- 
cause the Deity will be pleased by the con^snt exOrtise 
of his power, to continue^our lives to' endless agfes. 

This is the viBw of immortality which the scriptti^es 
hold forth, and this view is consonant with reason and 
philosophy. It would be absmrd t* suppose; that at the 
resuerection, God will give his creatures a nuture, which 
will render them independent of • him' to eternity. It is 
a false philosophy which teaches us that Ood put all 
things in motion^ and gav* them such powers as render 
them independent of himself for cv^r. It is uniiatural 
to suppose thatywhett every^ thittg else is active, the 
Deity has nothing to perform, and 'is' only an idle spec- 
tator of the scene. *«It hasbeeA thie^ opinion of many 
of the' wisest and best phSld!tophc!rtl,»> says a learned 
wiiler, «th*tithe'Hw»' of nature* ai«' not only the ap- 
pointmenti bot the ad^al dgencif'9Xi& immediate energy 
of tiie diviiifc Biinghiiiurdf, exerting itself according 
to certain stated rules which infinite wisdom has pre- 
scribed*?^ Th^ same^ writer tjuot^ the immortal New- 
ton, togtthej^ with Orsi Price and* PHestley; to substan- 
tiaite IMS' priricipJe.* These distinguished philosophers 
unitedly contend,' that ewr^ uause and ewn/y effect de- 
pendiipqiB the immediate^ ^ndtonwtant ewereise of the 
power and mercy of ike difdne^BHngi 

Thus we see" that i»the common sense and the most 
learned . philosophy of man' concur with the scriptures^ 
in teaching us^ that every tausi^ and effect depend upon 
the €oitston» exercise of the power and energy of God. 

• See BelshamV EyidencetoC RevsealedRfligion, pp. 18.. 19. 
H«e alio Farmer on Miracles* 
£4 
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This being established, it is manifest that iromortalitj 
does not form an exception to this rule. Naj, we have 
already seen that this doctrine is clearly taught bj the 
divine Teacher. Hence we are to consider the immor- 
tality of man in this point of view, viz. not that God 
gives us a constitution which is in and of itself incapa- 
ble of decay, but that our lives will be continued by the 
constant^ the uninterrupted agency of the Deity. 

This view of the subject will entirely obviate an ob- 
jection, which is frequently made to our views, viz. If 
immortality suffers, it will finally decay and perish — 
which is a solecism. This will also enable us to see 
how an immortal soul can suffer in this world. Now if 
we regard our endless existence as proceeding from the 
continued energy of the divine Being, and not from an 
organic system with which we shall be clothed, we can 
easily perceive, that men may suffer in an immortal 
state, and their existence may continue to eternity* It 
is the height of presumption in any man, especially in 
one who admits that the immortal suffers in this world? 
and who knows nothing about a future world, to say that 
immortality cannot suffer. That Being who gives us 
immortality, can easily make us susceptible of pain in 
that state. 

We have now examined your position, that immortal 
beings cannot endure pain, and have seen that it is un- 
founded. We have seen from the nature of an endless 
existence, that misery is by no means excluded. We have 
also seen that you acknowledge that immortality does 
suffer in this world ; and since you confess that you 
know nothing of a future world, you cannot maintain 
your position, without the greatest inconsistency and 
contradiction. We have* now considered the premises 
from which you draw your inference that there can be 
no misery after death. We have seen that, instead of 
each man's being raised at death, the scriptures assure 
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US that the resurrectioD is a future event. And instead 
of immortality's excluding pain, we have seen that the 
reverse of this is taught in the scriptures. In a word, 
we have seen that one of your premises you dare not even 
state^ and th^ other you acknowledge to be unfounded. 
Now will you continue to make use of an argument, the 
foundation of which you acknowledge to be false ? Will 
you impose upon the public, by reasoning from prin- 
ciples which have no existence in truth? We have seen 
that your favorite argument is entirely destitute of 
foundation, and by relying upon this argument in future, 
you will only show the weakness of your causs. 

But you say that the apostle in 1st Corinthians, 15th 
chapter, teaches us that men will be raised not only 
immortal, but incorruptible and glorious. This passage 
will require consideration. In the first place, I will 
remark, that this passage does not favor your scheme in 
the least. For as you do not assert, and as you cannot 
prove, that all men are raised to immortality at deaths 
this passage furnishes you with no evidence, that men 
mil be bapp^rbcfbreliieyntreTllied^to this Immortal, 
glorious state. But in reality it implies the contrary. 
You maintain that men are saved by being raised immor^ 
tal and glorious. This is saying, that they are not saved 
until they are thus raised ; and as you contend that 
there is no medium between the mortal and iramortai 
man,* it follows from hence, that they are unhappy after 
death until the resurrection. And as the resurrection is 
a future event, the old world, for example, may now be 
in misery. Thus we see that 1st Cor. 15th chapter, fur- 
nishes a complete confutation of your system. You 
may urge this portion of scripture against us, but you do 
it at y«ur peril. And surely your case must be despe- 
rate, if you are disposed to sacrifice others on the altar 
of your own destruction. 



♦ See U. Mag. Vol. IV. p. 152. 
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Bat in relation to the resurrection as taught in 1st 
Cor. XT. let it be observed ;-*we have already seen on 
the authority of Christ and his apostles, that some are 
raised jttsi, and some unjust, some come forward to life, 
and some to condemnation* Now whatever the apostle 
..means in the passage in question, it is nxanifeat, that he 
did not mean to contradict what he and the other sacred 
writers have said elsewhere. We acknowledge that 
,when the apostle says^it is raised in incorruption^ glory, 
and power, he means that the subject thus raised, is 
brought to the enjoyment of happiness. But the ques- 
tion is, whether all men are first raised to that happy 
■ta)te. Christ, as we have already seen, says, that some 
shall com^ forth to damnation. And if we attend to the 
^passage in i|uestipn«jt iiiciU be aeen that Pi^ul's language 
lis in j>erfi^.ct,ac|CoisdiS|ipe therewith* I conceive that the 
,lleacriptiop Mchiph ihe^vwtt* jjives of ftp re^rjcectiop, 
49pplies only to the $ain)Ls in this.passage. 

Jputyoji will probably f,i^y, tb%t th^ apo^Ue s^ays, yer^e 

J|gd>~"For as in Ad^m .«M die, even so in Christ shall 

Cll !iZ S^it 4t!!¥e.^' We^ceaiUij idm|t tjttt tbU^paaffage 

ap(>lies tO' all men. But what d4>es the apostle any in the 

vei^ynoxt verse F *<But every man in his own order; 

• Christ the first > &uits ; afterward thqr that are Chriat'aat 

bis oomiiB^." Here welearn, not that all men wilLbew- 

jsed alUce to happiness at the aame time, but that there 

will bea diffiev€iice* 'iBvery maninhis own<)r(fer.*' It is 

'^evident that the apostle meant to mak€ a distinction 

among the^ raiaed from the dead. But if all are alike 

raised to eiyoymenl; thene is no order, no distinotioD. 

The first ord«r mentioned by the apostle is. *<rhey that 

<nre Christts et his Gomiii|;." This implies that all 

are ootMs. It would be absurd to say, that those who 

are C^msf^, would he^raised next, if all men were his. 

It is true however, that there is a sense in which all are 

Christ's. They are all his by redemption. But charac- 
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teristicall J thej are not all his. Paul says, *'Now if anj 
man have not the spirit of Christ, he is nom of /its."* 
Here we see on the authority of the same apostle, that 
there is a sense in which the wicked are not Christ's. 
So by those who are ChrUVs at his coming, we are to 
understand believers, and believers only. This is the 
first order. The apostle teaches the same doctrine in 
1st Thess. iv. 16, a passage which we have already quo- 
ted. There the apostle says, "The dead in Christ shal 
rise first." By the dead in Christ, in this passage, Paul 
means the same as he does in the other passage by those 
who are ChrisVs. It is manifest that by the dead in 
Christy Paul means believers. Paul when writing to the 
same church, uses the phrase, in Christ, to signify to 
become Christians. "If any man be in Christ, he is a 
new creature.'t Hence it is evident that by the dead 
in Christ, the apostle means believers. The apostle 
says, "The dead in Christ shall rise first." We cannot 
suppose that the apostle means all men by the dead in 
Christ, for it would be absurd to say of all men, that they 
shall rise first. This passage then, confirms the inter- 
pretation we have given of 1 Cor. xv. 23. One passage 
asserts th^t those who are Christ's, shall be the ^rs^ or- 
der of the resurrection ; the other asserts that the dead 
in Christ shall rise first. And both of these passages 
assure us that the apostle was not speaking of all men« 
but only of believers. 

But if all men are to be raised to immortal, happy 
life, at the same time, where is the order of which the 
apostle speaks ? And if all men are raised to immortal 
happiness at once, how could the apostle say, that the 
saints shall rise first? Perhaps you will say, that the 
order to which the apostle alluded, was between Christ 
and mankind ; for Christ is spoken of as the first fruits. 

• Rom. viit. 9. t 2 Cor. v. 17. 

24* 
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To tlii9 I ntfswtr, Paidl was «peakiiyg of the resnrrectioii 
t)T mankind* «nd not of the resumeotimi df Christ. He 
Aientions Christ^ resurrection, it is true, bat he men- 
.tioDs itionij to show, that nvankind shall foe raised. In 
4the {ireoeding <f«f8eihe sajs, '** Asda Adam aU die, <eTen 
toili GbriBt shall all be masde alire." Here ym will 
fwreeWe Ihat the apostle was speaking, not of Christ^ 
being nuuie :alrire, bat <of imankini^s being made alive by 
Christ. It was of tntankitid therefore, that the apostle 
wtfs speaking, ta&d doosequently vthe wder mentioned 
«rehited to mankiiid. Thus we see that St Paul makes 
a distinction ia tthe resoicnectioB. Believers are the first 
order,>or as he esproBses it in the other passage, they 
shall rise first This is clearly taught in verse 2Sd>. He 
then, by way of parenthesis, in the ^44h, S5tk, £6th, 
27th and £6th verses* speaks of &e rest of jnankind, or 
the other order, and gi\i^ us to understand* that they 
also will be brought in bof^e tiM :«nd of the mediato- 
rial reign.* The apostle in ithe £9ith yieiise resumes the 
subject of whtch he was treatng in >vei»e S3d, and Mn- 
tinues speakii^of balijeTers^niy ^thBOugh the «eBt'of 4he 
chapter. 

Here then we have a viewAf >the wb^le fOObjaot la 
verse SSd^ Paul assures us thstXttUtntn «hiaU he ^raiied 
to life ; in verse 2Sd'he tells us, that they Miiatt «ot all 
be raised to happiness ^at the ^saoie (time, tuiit every man 
in his own order. He also tells us 'in 4l»fl veMe ithat 
believers will be the fi^rat 'Order. Here then believers is 
the subjectintrodaoed. From yemae 24th i,o (£6th kicla- 
sive, he, by way #f parenthesis, apeaks of tiie odier 
order, viz. jinbeUevers. And then is verse flSth, re- 
sumes the subject of .believers "^vhidi ^was introdiaeed in 
the S3d, and so continues through thie remainder «f .the 
chapter to speak 4jf believers, and believers iOnky. Firom 

* See Dr. ChauDcej's interpretation 4>f the pajuaffe. Salyation 
" of all Men, pp. 202— 208. ^ 
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▼erte 29th to 41 inclasive, he makes several remarkB 
upon the subject of the resurrection, and then at the 
42d verse commences a particular description of the 
resurrection of the righteous. 

But probably you will ask whether I do not believe 
that all men will enjoy immortality and glory p I an- 
swer, yes. I believe with the apostle that all men shall 
be made alive, but with him I believe also, that believers 
and unbelievers will be raised in their own order. And 
for the sake of the case, X will admit that the descrip- 
tion given of the. resurrection 4n the 42d and following 
verses, applies to all men; (and in fact I believe it 
does in principle,) it does not hence follow that all will 
be brought to this enjoyment at the same time. The 
case would then stand thus, in the 42d and following 
verses, Paul speaks of the process of the resurrection, 
tuit he has guarded us against any mistake here, by 
telling us, verse 2Sd, that every man should be raised 
in his own order. 

The view of the subject we have now given, makes 
this passage harmonize with other passages of scripture. 
But on your interpretation this harmony is destroyed. 
And granting your interpretation io be true, it yields 
you no assistance, as we have already seen. 

Before we dismiss the subject of this objection, we 
will notice one passage more, which you frequently 
.bring into tiew,^idien treating upon this subject The 
passage is found in Luke xx. S4, 35^ 86. ** And Jasns 
anBwering,:said unto them, The<children of this world 
fnaery,«nd areigivendn marriage ; 'bnt they which shall 
be aicoounUdiworthy to (obtain tlntt world, and the resur- 
rection from Ihe dead, ^neither .maMfry nor are giiven in 
marriage:; neither can they die anymore; for they are 
equal to the angels ; and are ithe ^children of €^od, iMUig 
the children of the resurrection." Two remarks upon 
this passage will shoiw how little It is to your purpose. 
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I. There is no tnttmation in the passage that this resur- 
rection takes place at death ; and so it does not answer 
your purpose, as men may suffer after death in an inter- 
mediate state. 2. Though you apply this passage to all 
men alike,* there is no intimation in the text or its con- 
nexion, that it is designed to apply to all men. Does 
this passage prove that all men will exist beyond death? 
You yourself will not pretend it. If this was the only 
passage which speaks of a future state, no one could 
prove that all will exist beyqnd the grave. Now it 
would be palpably absurd to say, that a passage which 
does not prove that all men will exist after death, proves 
that all men will enjoy equal happiness in that state. 
The passage itself plainly implies that a part only will 
enjoy that blessing. When our Savior says, ** they 
which shall be accounted worthy" to obtain that world, 
he virtually says that all shall not be accounted worthy, 
and of course will not obtain it. If this favor was to 
be enjoyed equally by all, at the same time, there would 
be no propriety in making the distinction which we find 
in the passage. We cannot interpret this text agreeable 
to just rules, without admitting that it applies to the 
righteous only. We have now finished what we had to 
offer upon the subject embraced in this objection. If 
you think our remarks have been extended to an unne- 
cessary length, we have our apology in the great stress 
you lay upon this point Now, sir, interpret the 1st Cor. 
XV. as we have done, and it furnishes an argument in 
our favor. But if to oppose our views, you contend for 
a different interpretation, you do it at the estpense of 
your own system. As you cannot prove that all men 
are to be raised at the moment of death, you cannot 
give a construction to this portion of scripture, which 
doe^ not entirely overthrow your scheme. 

* Lectures) p. 362. 
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We will now consider several objections which you 
make to a future retribution, not so much because we 
consider them of weight, as because they are so fre- 
quently made use of by the abettors of your system. 
As I regard these objections of but little consequence, I 
shall treat them with brevity. 

You sometimes object to future punishment in these 
words : " If we reason correctly, when we argue that 
there must be a future state of retribution in order to 
cure the crimes committed in this state, why will it. not 
be necessary that a state of retribution beyond the next, 
be instituted to cure the crimes committed in the next? 
And why do we not in this way, prove the doctrine ef 
endless sin and misery?"* This objection iNiefly stated 
is this : If men are punished in a future state for crimes 
committed in this, they must be punished in a thifd 
static, fur the crimes committed in the second, and so on 
to eternity. Now the whole strength of this objection 
re^ts upon this principle, y\z.that punishmmt is nai 
salutary, but vindictive ; a principle in which neither of 
^8 believe. Henee you cannot urge this objection with- 
oui r^eetiag your own finvorite Qpiaion* Besides, this 
olgection weighs as much against your tiieory as against 
mine. You believe that men are punished in this wnrLd 
during a fcHod of time, for crimes committed in apre^ 
ceding period. Hence this objection can be urged against 
you, thus t If men are punished during one period for 
crimes committed in a preceding period, they roust be 
punished a third period for crimes committed in the 
second, and a fourth, for eritaes committed in the third, 
and so on to eternity. Now, sir, when you can reconcile 
this objection with your own system, you will then have 
exploded your own objection. 

Again; you object to future punishment on the 

* U. Magazine, vol. lit. p. 133. 
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ground that civil government and human laws are or- 
dained by God, and still the penalties of human laws 
are confined to this world. After stating that human 
laws are ordained bj God, and the penalties are confi- 
ned to this state, you say, '<Now if all this, which is as 
plain as any thing in the scriptures, be granted, what 
room is there for the supposition that the penalty due to 
transgression, is punishment in the future eternal 
world ?"* Though this objection has, in principle, been 
answered in a preceding Letter, I will in addition offer 
the following. Human governments are either a perfect 
transcript of the divine government, or they are not If 
they are not, then the circumstance that human penal- 
ties are confined to this world, is nothing to your pur- 
pose*. For though human governments do not punish 
men after death, the divine government may. But if 
human governments are a perfect transcript of the di- 
vine, as they must be to answer your purpose, then some 
men under the divine government will assuredly escape 
all punishment, and others will be punished unjustly ; 
for you will acknowledge that this is frequently the case 
under human gov«rmn«Bt8. Besides, if human govern- 
ments are a perfect transcript of the divine, then human 
governments supersede the necessity of the divine; 
then there is no government but human* so when anar- 
chy prevails in any nation, there is no government at all 
to take cognizance of the actions of men ! ! Thus is 
your argument f^lse in principle, and dangerous in its 
influence* But as weak and corrupt as it is, we find 
yoK frequently bringing it forward. Thus you say, "Let 
vs look around us, and see if prisons, dungeons, and 
gallows, are not a sufficient argument to prove that the 
wicked are recompeilsed in the earth.^t Accordng to 
this statement, if men are not confined in prison, hung 
upon the gallows, or punished in any other way by civil 

• Lectures, p. 9. t Lect. p* 304. 
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power, they are not punished at all, how guilty soever 

thej may be. 

Again ; you tell us that temporal rewards are suffi- 
cient to stimulate us to religion and virtue.* But how 
are they sufficient? Do they actually produce this 
efiect P Are all men religious and virtuous ? No one 
will pretend this. And to say that any cause is suffici- 
ent to produce an effect, which it does not produce, 
looks a little like a contradiction. 

Again ; You object to a future retribution by saying, 
*'That Christ cameinto this world, to save us in another, 
is contrary to all the representations which are found in 
the 8cripture."t A few remarks will show, that this 
statement is hasty and unfounded. You will admit that 
Christ came into this world to save us from sin. But is 
this salvation effected in this world P You will not even 
pretend it. You frequently assert, as we have already 
seen, that men are saved by the resurrection. But does 
the resurrection to immortality take place in this life P 
The absurdity of the supposition is manifest. So it is 
evident, that Christ saves sinners in a future state. Now 
if Christ does not save men in another state, some will 
not be saved at all. The heathen who never hear of 
Christ, cannot be saved by him in this world. They 

' must therefore be saved by Christ in a future state, if 
they are saved at all. You must then give up your be- 
lief in Universal Salvation, or acknowledge that this 
objection has no weight. 

Another objection to a future retribution is contained 
in these n^ords — '*If one sows grain in a field in New- 
England, it follows, of natural consequence that the 
harvest will be gathered from the same field ; but there 
appears to be no natural connexion, as between cause 
and effect, between sowing grain in this country, and 
gathering a harvest from it in Europe. St. Paul says, 

• Lcct. p. 301. ^ Ibid. p. 14. 
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'He that soweth to the flesh, shall of the flesh reap cor- 
ruption.' This seems perfectly natural, because 'what- 
soever a man soweth, that shall he also reap.' But to 
argue that corruption maj be gathered from an incor- 
ruptible state, is to argue against the very nature of 
things.''* 

This passage seems to present several distinct ideas; 
One is, that immortalitj cannot suffer, which has been 
already examined. Another distinct part of the argu- 
ment is contained in the passage of scripture, "he that 
soweth to the flesh, shall of the flesh reap corruption." 
Because this passage says that they shall reap corrup- 
tion of the flesh, you conclude that it must be in this 
state of existence. Now if all this should be granted, it 
would not oppose our views. Because men are punish- 
ed in this world, it docs not follow that they will not be 
in the future. But it is not certain that the i^rxAjleshj is 
here used literally. The word flesh is frequently used 
to signify sin or sinful dispositions. This is probably 
its meaning in this passage. But your argument re- 
quires that the yfov^Jlesh should be used literallj to 
signify the corporeal body. Now the word flesh in this 
passage must be used figuratively, or it must not If 
it is used figuratively, the passage is nothing tor your 
purpose. For the text would then read in sentiment, if 
men are sinful, they shall reap their reward froiii sin. 
The passage would then teach that sin shall be puidsh'ed 
without any reference to time or place. But if the wor* 
flesh is used literally to signify the corporeal body, then 
sowing to the flesh, is doing things in obedience to the 
wants and necessities of the body ; then any thing 
wMchiftddne to satisfy the wants of the body, is rinfiil, 
andwillbepunbhed.^ Even if we labor industriotidly 
to elethe our foodies^ or -to procure food for their Bubsist- 
^lee, we sow to the flesh; we commit sin, and- shall 



» Leot p. 369. 
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■uteljr be panished. Thus, Sir, you reap absurdity rath-^ 
er than advantage from your argument. 

You attempt to support your interpretation of the 
passage, by saying, <*There appears to be no connexion 
between sowing grain in this country^ and reaping a har- 
vest from it in Europe. But if we sow grain in a field 
in New England^ we shall of natural consequence reap 
the harvest from the same field.''— Now this statement, ' 
though true relative to agriculture, does not justly apply 
to the case before us. You say there is no connexion 
between sowing grain in this country, and reaping the 
harvest in Europe. True — and for this good reason ; 
the field in this country and the field in Europe are not 
one and the same identical field. They are two distinct 
and separate fields, having no relation to each other. 
But will you say the same relative to present and fu- 
ture existence ? Will you admit that an individual in 
this life, and the same individual in a future life^ are as 
distinct from each other, as one field in America, and 
another in Europe i that they are two distinct intelli- 
gent beings ? Dare you assert that Paul, for instance, 
in a future state, is another being totally distinct from 
what he was here, having no more relation to what he 
was in this world, than there is between the two fields 
abovementioned ? If you will not admit this, you acknow- 
ledge that your argument is foreign to the point, and so 
amounts to nothing. And if you do admit it, you es- 
pouse a cause which is no other than infidelity in dis- 
guise. 

Since you have borrowed your figures from agricul- 
ture, and since the apostle uses sowing and reapwg to 
represent our actions and their reward, let us for a mo- 
ment look at the process of raising grain. Do we, as 
your system requires, sow grain, and reap the harvest in 
the very act of solving f Or do we not, as our system 
requires, sow the grain« and then wait a period for the 
25 
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hanratt? Let the fjqierience^f hwbmdmeii namer 
the question. 

Another method which 70a adopt to ^vc^d a ffitore 
im^iihnient for ,a part of nuM^kiDd, U to r^res^nt all 
men equally, guilty. If you d^, npt state this id exprem 
wqrdfu sUU 70V ose laagnagis which imturallj, siv.es this 
iBpressioQ. At one time, jou represent all **who«e la- 
Imrskave beea in the ministiy from the high^t prelate 
dowo to the lay preacher/' as equally guilty.* A% aa- 
#th«r time you represent a ^'pompaqy of medc and hun^ 
Ue lielieiiers iji Jesus,") a?id a ''pompany of prgfanB 
Hilw^t^ as being alike pipus in the sight of. Qod.t But 
does this description /sorre^pond with thi? s^riptjarci ac- 
coent? Do the sacred writer^ represent all men as 
possessing one and the same character? or rather do 
they not divide mankind into two.classes, the . r\gkjtepus 
and the irtcfcsd f It is so evidfpit that the scnptores 
■peak of .two classes, the rigkUmi.^nA the .mcAred,. that 1 
yoH admit the distinction. But you ajLtieippt to do awiij 
its force by pretending .that they are both f^opd iq the 
same indiviiuai at th^ $am€ ivoH I You say, **We fiud 
the righUous and the, wicked in t&s s^m^ indwHuf^ff'-' ' 
Yes — in the same mam and at Uu,$anie timet we find the ' 
righteous and the wi<}ked, *bim that serveth Gpd, aad ' 
him that serveth him not.'":t We^ readily admit that j 
the same individual may be wicked at one period of 
his life, and righteous at another.. When the f^vil dispo- 
sition predominates, he is, in scripture phraseology, de- 
nominated wicked ; and when the good disposition pre- 
dominates, he is denominated rigkteousp But to jissert 
as you do, that the righteous and wicked are in the same 
man at the same time/is not interpreting, but destnojing 
the scriptures. You make the righteous and the picked 
not individuals, but simply abstract principlesor charac- 

* Notep on the Parables, pp. 18, 19, SO. t Lectures, p. 291. 
t Lectores, p. S9S. 
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tern. Bat what numeroiis absurdities do^s^ this printi- 
pie involve ! If the righteous and the witked 'sigmff 
not persons, but abstract characters, as thej must on- 
your interpretation of these terms, then theindividoai' 
experiences neither happiness nor ihlserj | for when the 
sACj'ed writers say that the righteous shall enjoy happi- 
ness, and the wicked experience misery, we n^ust con«> 
elude that the individual has nothing to do with either ; 
the one being enjoyed by the good principle, and the 
other endured by the bad ! ! 

Besides, it is a palpable absurdity to say that a char- 
acter abstractly considered, is capable of experiencing 
either happiness or misery. But let us look at some 
passage, where the terms righteous and wicked occur, 
and see if we can understand them consistently on your 
sense of these terms. Take the £5th of Matthew, for 
instance. In that scripture the righteous and the wick- 
ed are spoken of; they are said to be separated from 
each other ; the one are rewarded, the other punished. 
When Christ sentenced the wicked to a state of punish- 
ment, he assigns the reasons for so doing. ''For I was 
an hungered,^' says he to the wicked, "and ye gave me 
no meat ; I was a stranger, and ye took me not in ; sick 
and in prison, and ye visited me not.'' Now if by the 
wicked, we are to understand, not persons, but an evil 
principle, then we must absurdly suppose that Christ 
sentenced an evil principle to a state of punishment, be- 
cause it had not ^insitei him I ! This I trust will be 
sufficient to show the falsity of your statement, that the 
righteous and the wicked are in the same mall at the 
same time. As to all men's being equally guilty, I 
conceive that no considerate person will admit it And 
you yourself will not admit that in point of moral excel- 
lence, you stand no higher than the convicts in the 
State Prison. In this manner you acknowledge, that 
^^re is a dife.rence in the characters of men* 
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I bate now attended to all the principal ofijectiont 
which joo urge againat a future retribotion, ao far at 
leaat as I ha^e learned thein. I have endeaTored to atale 
yoQf ob|eeHons in all their force. If you have anj 
other objections more formidable than these I haTe 
considered! I am ignorant of them. And I think yoa 
will admit that the arguments and objections which I 
haYe considered, are those on which 700 mostlj rely. 
The marul injlmnu of the two systems will be coa- 
sidered in our next 

Yours, &C 
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LETTBB IX. 

Moral /f^uence, and Concluding Hemarki. 

REV. \N1> DSAR BROTREAy 

III takiog leave of tMs subject^ { thmk it not improper 
to offer a few remarks upon the ncoTAZinjIueltcd of th<B 
two systettis. It will readily be conceded that truth has 
a more salutary influence th^n error. That system 
which has the best influence upon society* must have a 
higher claim to our faith than any other theory. The 
.gospel is designed to save sinners. Christ visited the 
earth to "save his people from their sins.'' And this 
salvation is effected by rendiering them virtuous and 
holy. Since virtue and happiness are inseparably con- 
nected, that system which is the most productive of vir- 
tue, best answers the purpose for which the gospel was 
given, and consequeirtly is the most likely to be the 
truth. These remarks will strike your mind as self-evi- 
dent truths. Before inquiring into the moral influence 
of the two systems, two things will be premised. 1. 
Doctrinal visw$ do not have so great an influence upon 
the morals Qf society, as most people imagine. There 
may be many causes which counteract the natural ten- 
dency of a doctrine. The natural disposition of the 
person may, in a great measure, destroy the legitimate 
influence of a system. "The doctrine may dwell in the 
head more than in the heart It may be believed in the- 
ory, but not reduced to practice.'^* So that upon the 
whole, theoretical divinity does not produce so great an 
effect upon morals, as we might at first imagine. 
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8. BoeMnn have dijftgrent injluence$ mpom differ emi 
penoM. When a man by hia own study and reflection, 
c«niet onderttandingly into any doctrine, however fatal 
its natnrai tendency may be, it will not be very likely 
to corrupt his morals. If any inquiring mind in search 
of truth, should at last settle down in Atheism, and 
embrace this sentiment, in an understanding manner, 
his morals might remain as they were when he was a 
believer in divine revelation. His knowledge of the 
nature of things would induce him to be honest and up- 
right in his dealings with mankind. But let him pro- 
claim this doctrine to the vulgar, who would take it on 
trust, and defend it with arguments which he had put 
into their months, and it would be likely to have a very 
diiferent effect. Though they might believe it as firmly 
as their master, and even might have less doubts upon 
the subject than he, still it would naturally corrupt the 
one, more tlian the other. So a man who comes under* 
standiDgly into a belief of your system, may continue 
to be exemplary in virtue. The refinement and eleva- 
tion of mind, which he may have acquired in search of 
truth, may continue to influence his conduct, and pre- 
serve hiin from falling into sin. But let this doctrine be 
taught to the public at large, and it will have a different 
influence. Upon men of less study and reflection, it 
will be left to have its natural influence, and so will 
tend to weaken their sense of accountability to CkMl. 
But upon men of more study and refinement, the delete- 
rious effects of this doctrine are neutralized by the more 
exalted sentiments of their natures ; and if their sense 
of accountability is weakened by this theory, still that 
reflection and study, which led to its embrace, will have 
refined the mind ; and this mental refinement will exert 
an influence over the man in a considerable degree, 
sad so keep the man moral. Though there may be 
exceptions to this, as all general rules, still I am per- 
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suaded that what I have stated will hdld good in most 
cases. 

To speak of the moral influence of your system, is a 
•ubject of a delicate nature. This consideration almost 
inclines me to omit this part of the subject But there 
is one consideration which induces me to believe that I 
can treat upon this part of the subject, without giving 
offence. The writer of these Letters, with others, pub- 
lished, a few years ago, his belief in the immoral ten* 
deney of your system, and although at first you were a 
little dissatisfied, still an assurance on our part, that 
we regarded you with Christian fellowship^ was "fully 
satisfactory" to you, and induced you to ^'reciprocate 
Christian feelings and fellowship.''* Since an assurance 
of our fellowship was all that was required at that time, 
we presume that the same will be fully satisfactory at- 
this. From the circumstances alluded to above, I feel 
fu4iy assured that I can speak freely of the immoral in- 
Auence of your system, without giving any offence, when 
1 assure you that I do not intend this as a withdrawal 
of fellowship. 

We have several times, in the course of the Letters, 
"mentioned the immoral tendency of your system and 
some of your arguments. You maintain that all men 
are duly punished in this world. Now if this be the 
case, then sin punishes itself sufficiently, without the 
^intervention of any person or power. Some men com- 
mit sin, and are not punished by any human law ; and 
as you maintain that these persons, as well as others, 
are sufficiently punished in this state, it follows that a 
punishment, amply sufficient, grows necessarily out of 
every act of transgression, and so punishes men to the 
full amount of their deserts, without the interference of 
the civil arm. This grows directly out of your views, 

• See Christian Repository, Vol. III. p. 165. See also Ibf 
Miautes of th« Southern AMOCtation for June and Deo. 18S3. 
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and is what you frequently contend for. Now if sin 
punishes itself sufficiently* then there is no need of any 
human laws; nay, human laws are only engines of cru- 
elty, for they punish those who have been sufficiently 
punished already. Since human laws, on your system, 
are cruel and unjust, they ought to be repealed. No 
good citizen can countenance a law which inflicts a 
punishment upon the innocent, or, which is the same 
thing, upon those who are duly punished already. Tour 
system aims a death-blow at the very foundation of all 
law, and consequently, of all order. It saps the very 
foundation of all institutions, and if it were reduced to 
practice, would introduce a state of general anarchy and 
confusion. This is the fatal, but legitimate tendency of 
your scheme, if reduced to practice. 

But while your system has this fatal tendency, nothing 
of the kind can be charged upon our system. I very 
much doubt whether you can lay your hand upon your 
heart, and say in the presence of your Maker, that you 
believe that a future retribution corrupts the morals of 
society. But if your system has any salutary influence, 
burs has all its advantages, and others superadded. Tou 
say, that virtue is rewarded in this world ; we believe 
in all the reward which is enjoyed in this world, and 
also in an additional reward hereafter. And will in- 
creasing the reward make people less virtuous ? No ; 
the reward will be greater, the motive more powerful, 
and consequently will be more likely to stimulate to vir- 
tue. Our system not only exhibits a greater incentive 
to virtue, than yours, but it lays a greater restraint 
upon vice. Your doctrine tells the villain who is plot, 
ting the assassination of his fellow creatures, that if he 
falls in his attempt, superlative glory will be his imme- 
diate portion ; ours tells him, that if lie loses his Jtfie in 
such a horrid attempt, he will esdperience a state of cor- 
rection and chastisement Armed with your system^ 
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m^ht not the robber go forth with composure* and say 
to himself^ I am sinning, it is true* but if I succeed I 
shall obtain a fortune ; and if I lose my life in the at- 
tempt* I shall go in an instant to the enjoyment of 
heaven? In either case I shall be a gainer, he might 
rery naturally say* therefore I will embark immediately 
in this bold adventure. 1 do not mean to signify that a 
belief in your system will make every man a robber. 
But let a person who is meditating upon this subject* 
and who has weighed all the other motives which have 
any bearifig upon the point* and finds his mind in a state 
of equilibrium— I say* let such a person* under these 
circumstances, take your system into the account, and I 
will submit it to the judgment of mankind to determine* 
whether it would not encourage, rather than dissuade 
him from his bold adventure. Suppose a person to be 
in a state of trouble* would he not have an inducement 
to put a period to his own existence ? Might he not say« 
and say with speciousness* that God required nothing 
of him but what would promote his own happiness* and 
by committing suicide* he might exchange the troubles 
of earth for the joys of heaven ? I will appeal to reason 
to determine which system would be likely to have the 
most restraint upon a person who was upon a poize be- 
tween virtue and crime. 

You* sir* embrace the gospel in opposition to infideli- 
ty. You consider the gospel as an invaluable treasure* 
thank God for this great gift* and pray that the religion 
of Jesus may become universal. But if your system be 
the gospel* how is it preferable to infidelity? What 
motive to virtue, or what restraint upon vice does your 
system contain* which is not found in some systems of 
Deism ? How can you invite an unbeliever to embrace 
the gospel ? Or what excellency does your system con- 
tain more than his? You believe that the gospel is 
valuable only as it makes men virtuous. Now suppose 



Digitized by LjOOQIC 



S90 LEtt£R IX. 

yoQ should iaVite a deist to embrsice the; gospel, he 
would natorall J ask jdu wherein the gospel was better 
than natorai religion ? You wdald probably tell him 
that the gtspel had a more salutary inflaence than 
deism. He would then challenge you to produce t 
single motive to virtue, or restraint upon vice which did 
not eiist in his system. Should you tell him, that the 
way ofih^ trmnsgressar was hard in this world, Mrhile 
the virtuous and good enjoyed peace of mind, he would 
probably tell you, thai he believed thsit virtue was re- 
warded and vice punished here ; that he believed rn all 
the rewards and punishments which are experienced in 
this world, and you could believe in no more. Thus far 
he would tell you, that your system had no advantage 
over his ; and you would be compelled to acknowledge 
it. ^ould you tell him that the gospel taught the final 
happiness of all men, and had a great demand Upon 
their gratitude^ he could tell you, were he a disciple of 
Tindal, for example, that he believed in the endless 
happiness of all men also ; and if this was an incentive 
to virtuiB, it was found in his system kg much as in 
ymrs. How would you» how could you meet such an 
opponent? I do not see how yon could avoid confess- 
ing, that your system had no advantage over his. 

But perhaps you will say that most deists deny a future 
state, and of course your system would have an advan- 
lage over theirs. This then is admitting that some 
systems of deism have as high a claim as your system, 
though others fall below it But iri relation to a futare 
state, let us inquire, what your particular views are? 
Ydu represent the soul of man as an emanatUm froii^ fk4 
pdtgt* und contend that his future happy life consists 
Ih returning to the fountain from whence he came« 
fliis^ as far as I am able to judge, is the common opia^ 



• Atonement, pp. ISO, 192, 
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ioD entertf^iped bj ti^e generaUty of i\um who fnot^rtee 
yoar system.. Now this opinion was not only embraced 
by those apciiBDt heretic^* the Oaostji^, bat is the poiptf* 
tar opinion of infidels at this day.* No unbeliever an 
jdivine reyelatiQn« who is npit a complete Atheist, wonid 
object to ^ fiit^re existence, qo thi$'g^ottnd. Thus we 
fie^ th^t your system, reljitiye to its mor^ itifluence, 
(the only thms wherein any system can be imloable) has 
)ittf e jpr ^no ndvaptage oy/er ipfidoHtjr, In fact, some of 
the principal advocates for yonr system seem to admit 
ti^fs. Jtfr. Kncjeli^pd, when treating upon this very eub- 
jQct, says> <'But what is there, after all, in rational' De- 
ism, that will not f^r/ec% cQincide with rational Ghris^ 
tijanity ?"t He fiirther prjsnoimcies the book of Revela- 
tiops a "heretiqal figipent, void of reason." He labors 
};o point opt the discrepances between the evangelists, 
proRPpnces th/eir mapper of writing ^fcareless and loose,^^ 
and finally gives it as his opinion, that the gospels were 
not written by those whose names they bear, but were 
the fargsries of a later age. But while he speaks thus 
contemptuoualj of the Scriptures, he compJ^iments the 
bcMk <)f nature in t«ue deistical language. His words 
are^Nature is ^*a book, in which all can read with the 
eyes of the understanding; which has not been, as we 
know it could hot, neither indeed can it evev be, adul* 
terated by the arts of designing men. It has neither been 
interpolated nor mutilated; nor can any part thereof 
be spurious ; wiiich cannot be said, with^ruth, ifespect* 
i»g the Bible !" But tiie id>6ve /cannot surprise us, when 
we consider that Mr: Knceland joins issue with the 
Atheist, and contends that God is matter, and that mat^ 
twr is eternal. He says, that God "is an elementary 
principle of real matter, which inheres in caloijic and 



* 



Palmer^s Principles of Natare, &c. 
+ Pijilad«lphia U. ftJafjawDe. 
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oxygeo^ is as nmch msterial as thej are, and is never 
separate from them !"* 

I will not attempt to confute these wild and^anti- 
christian notions, hot will observe thatthej are the 
genuine fruits of the sjstem I am opposing. Mr. K. is 
a gentleman of candor and frankness* and will fearlessly 
state whi^tever grows out of his system. And wKien 
men are prepared to reject a future retribution, we may 
naturally expect, if they pursue the subject to its final 
result, that they will embrace views like those expressed 
above. That system, which leads men to pronoance 
some of the most distinguished miracles of Christ ^alto- 
gether incredible," and to assert they *%urpaas all be- 
lief," and *<do no credit to Jesus, admitting them true," 
may, with no small degree of propriety, be called ano- 
ihergoipeL This Mr. K. has done, and this appears 
to be the natural offspring of the system here contro- 
verted. 

I will go farther, and with your permission will com« 
pare your system with Atheism. You maintaiathat 
your system has a peculiar advantage, because it bringi 
the rewards and punishments immediately home to the 
hearts of men ; whereas a future retribudoo, by being 
at a distance, loses nearly all its inflnence.t According 
to your views then, rewards and punishments in the 
present life are the only stimulants to virtue ; and 
these, we have seen, you consider suffident Now let 
us compare this with Atheism. You believe that rewards 
and punishments are experienced in this world, and the 
Atheist believes exactly the same. Though he disbe- 
lieves the being of a God, still his experience and ob- 
servation teach him that virtue and happiness, sin and 
misery, are united either by enhance, or something else. 

* See Three Sermons, delivered in New-Tork, March, 182i| 
bj Abner Kneeland, pp. 6, 8, 20, 26, 40. 

t Uct pp. 299, 300. Abo Reply to Menitt, pp. IS, 17. 



Digitized by LjOOQIC 



He beHeves In all the happiness and *mitery which men 
experience in this worid, and yon can believe in no 
,>iiefe. No# what advantage, relative to moral influ- 
ence, haH your system over Atheism f The Atheist^s 
•theme presents the same retribution, and of course the 
isiune motives as yours. And I acknowledge^ that I do 
net see wherein your system, in this respect, has any 
better morai influence than Atheism. 

But yon will probably say that your system unfolds a 
g^oriocrs immortality, which furnishes us with a strong 
motrre to ^bedience-^^-^i motive which Atheism does not 
f reaent We confess that this statement does, in a 
degree, prove your system preferable to Atheism. But 
atill this statement only involves you in another diffi- 
culty. By saying that a belief in a future state of hap- 
piness fiimiihes a strong motive to obedience, you ac- 
knowledge that a future retribution will have a great 
influence upon the actions of men. For certainly, if the 
prospect of future happiness leads men to pursue virtue, 
the prospect of a future punishment will lead them to 
forsake sin. 80 if you contend that a future retribution 
furnishes no additional motive to virtue, you admit that 
your system has iio better influence than Atheism. And 
if, to aivoid thn, you admit that a retribution beyond 
death does inorease the motives to Virtue, then you ac- 
knowledge that our system has a better effect upon soci- 
ety than youm, for you contend that men are always 
•governed by motives. 

The view I have given of your system, is that which 
it entertained by those who have no interest in the dis- 
pute bcftween us. Dr. Bancroft says, <' Every view we 
can take of the character of God, of his moral govern- 
ment, and of the flnal issue of his administration, forbicis 
the supposition, that God beholds the righteous and the 
wicked with the same favor ; and that he will, at the 
coaaummation of the* present system of things, place 
S6 
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them iDdiscriminaielj in the same conditioti of glorj 
nd happiness* Could the doctrine of Universal Salva- 
tion, in the above seneet be with confidence embraced. 
Christian faith would no longer have efficacy as a prin- 
ciple of moral action ; motives to a virtuous life, in 
prospect of a future retribution, would lose all their 
force ; and to all the moral purposes of society^ in prin- 
ciple there could be no difference between the Christian 
and the ^t^eist'"^ 

This statement is taken from a work which you have 
complimented in the following manner : "The Christian 
charity and candor, which are peculiar and permaneot 
characteristics of the work, justly entitle it to the re- 
spectful attention of an enlightened public.'-t The 
Doctor, although he neither believed in your system nor 
mine, but wrote expressly against both, speaks of our 
scheme with respect, while he considers yours no better 
than atheism. This is an evidence of the public senti- 
ment upon the subject. 

I conceive that your doctrine leads very naturally to 
a denial of a future state of being. You say, that men 
are rewarded and punished in this world to the full 
amount of their deserts. Now it might be very natural 
to inquire, why should man live in a future state, if his 
accounts are all squared at death? Why should he be 
continued in being, if he has no punishment to receive 
on the one hand, nor reward to obtain on* the other ? I 
say, these- inquiries naturally grow out of your views. 
We have a striking example of this recorded in history. 
" The Sadducees, a sect among the Jews, derived their 
name from Sarloc, a Jewish scholar who was president 
of the Sanhedrim, about two hundred and sixty years 
before Christ. He taught his pupils that they ought to 
serve God, not from a mean regard to future reward 
and punishment, but from pare filial love to him. Hence 

* Sermons, pp. 385, 386. t Ut. Mag. vol. IV. p. 162. 
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Sadoc inferred, that there was no reward or punishment 
after this life. Bj degrees their doctrine assumed a 
very libertine and impious form. The New Testament 
assures us, that in the first ages of Christianitj, thej 
denied the resurrection of the dead, the existence of 
angels and departed spirits. According to Josephus, 
they looked upon death as the final extinction of soul 
and body : they maintained, that the providence and 
retributions of God were confined to this world, and on 
this ground only tbey worshipped and obeyed him."* 

In this case we have the different stages through 
which this doctrine passed. Sadoc began by denying a 
future reward. From this he inferred, and very justly, 
that there would be no future retribution. This led 
him to believe that there was no future state of being, 
and this gave rise to libertinism and. impiety. Since 
this appears so natural from the very nature of the case, 
and since we have the above striking example before us, 
may we not be permitted to say, that this is the natural 
tendency of your system } This conclusion is justified 
by the fact, that among the warm admirers of your sys- 
tem, there is a good proportion of them who deny the 
resurrection of the dead ! a circumstance truly painful, 
but still a sober fact. 

From what has been offered, I trust it will appear, that 
in point of moral influence, your system has nearly the 
same influence as that of atheism. I do not mean to 
insinuate that you are inclined to that system, but still 
1 am greatly astonished to hear you advocate the prin- 
ciple that man is accountable only to the law of his own 
mind ,-t a principle at war with revelation, and even 
with the existence of a God — a principle which rs the 
very foundation of atheism, and pernicious in its influ- 

* TappftD^s I^ectures on the Jewiah Antiquities, pp. 227, 3!|8. 
t Atonement, pp. 1$, 16, ?0f 
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ence. Bj cDmptring the monl lAflneoce of jour Bcbeme 
with that of a future retributian, I think it ni«st be ob- 
vious that the advantage liea entkeljr on our sMe. 

We will now notice several argoinemta wbidi jm 
offer in defence of the moral inftuenfio of jour sjatem. 
To show the salutary influence of your oystom aiiove 
ours, you say,* "My young son asks me what irecooi- 
pense will be allowed him, if he ia faithful to me in all 
things, until he is of age ? I tell him that hia recom- 
pense will be my full approbation* day by d^j^ as mwA 
wholesome food as be wanta» together with all needed 
clothtnf^ with all other comforts and favors which he 
needs. He then proposes to relinquiah one half of his 
food and raiment^ and to go hungry and half naked, and 
yet do bis whole duty, if I will make him an equal heir 
with my other childrcB« in my wilL I reply to my 
child, and say, Son« my love to you has secured to joo 
all that you ask in respect to my final will, and yon 
aball have the whole recompense of well doing during 
your nonage. Should I by tlua lessen his motive to 
obedience and filial faithfulness ? No ; surely, I ahould 
greatly increase his encouragement." 

It is manifest that you designed the above as a just 
representation of the two systems in regard to thar 
moral influeivee } for you introduce it for that express 
purpose. But a more entire misrepresentation of the 
subject cannot be stated. Tlie impression which your 
similitude is calculated to give^ is, that your system 
allows men all the comfort they can ei^oy in this world, 
while ours deprive$ them of one half. But the falsity of 
this must be obvious to every reflecting mind. IFe be* 
lieve in all the reward which U ea^perieneed in Mts 
wofid. And do you believe in any more P Tou must 
answer this question affirmatively or negatively. If you 
answer in the i^rmative, then surely your •faith is un- 

• U. Mag. to). 4. p. 154. 
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tbnoded, for jou believe in a greater reward hereon 
earth than exists in fact And if jou answer in the 
negative, then jou acknowledge that your repre9enta<- 
tion above is unjast. There is no. other alternative. 

Your argument, stated in a logical form in its greatest 
|>Umsibilitj» would stand as follows : You would saj, 
** My system g^ves men a fuU reward here, while that 
• of a future retribution gives them hut half that reward 
here. Now as the whole is greater than one half, it 
follows that my system has twice the moral influence of 
the other." Though there may be a taking plausibility 
in this argument, or rather sophism, every person who 
possesses a small degree of judgment, must see its fal- 
lacy. We have alteady -observed that we believe in all 
the reward which is experienced in this world, and you 
can believe in no more. This then I will lay down as a 
settled point, viz. that we both believe in the same quan- 
tUy of reward in this world. Now you believe that the 
reward men receive here, is their full reward, but we 
believe that in addition to this reward which is enjoyed 
here, they will receive a glorious reward hereafter. We 
then believe in a greater reward for virtue than your 
syiitem admits* 

Now let us test your argument by mathematics, a 
science which will show the result even to a fraction. 
We will suppose that the sum total of the reward of the 
righteous in this world is equal to 50, and the reward 
which we believe will be bestowed upon the righteous 
after death, is equal to 50 more. This makes the whole 
reward on your scheme amount to 50, and on ours to 
100. Now to state your argument mathematically and 
in a logical form, it would stand thus ;— My system of^- 
fers a reward of the whole of 50, while that of a future 
retribution offers oiily one half of 100 ; and as the whole 
of 50 is more than one half of 100, it follows that my 
system offers a greater reward than theirs ! Now this 
26 • 
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is a perfect rapraeutAtiMi of jwir aiginmit, iiid it* 
fiUkoy nitttt be obTioita to the weakest capacity. By 
this ropretentation it will be eeea that our tytteai «tttn 
a reward ia this worlds eqitaliy as great as yoiica* And 
io addition to this» it offers a great reward hereafter. 
And is not the motive greater on oor system than ^m 
jours ? There is no room for debate here. What can 
be offered to show that your system has as salatary a» 
koflueoce as ours ? Does yoar system bring the reward 
immediately opon the act 0^ Tirtae ? Sodoesoars* And 
if this adds to the motive, our system enjoys its advaa* 
tage as well as yours* In fioe^ our system has all the 
advantages, of which, yours can boast* and others in 
addition. % 

You frequently obiect to a future puttishmeat on the 
ground that it excites fear, and fear subverts love to 
Ood.^ Upon this we will offhr the following lemarks. 
Jt iBjust and proper to tzrcile ihefgnrs ^ men. All ^e 
threatenings in the scriptures aire designed to extite the 
fears of dinners. And to say that ouv fears ought nc^t t^ 
be excited, is precisely the same as to say that all the 
threatenings ought to be erased from the seripturea. 
The sacred writers exhort us to /ear God in numerous 
instances in the scriptures. And what is so elearly 
taught in the divine oracles, is in pprfect accordance 
with the dictates of reason. Why has God implanted 
within us the principle of fear^if it is never to be broi^ht 
into exercise? And are penalties affixed to bniMm 
laws for any other reason than to excito fear i This is 
evidence that it ia the common sentiment of mankind^ 
that it is proper to excite the fears of the disobedient 
Now if you ebj.ect to our system on the gtfound* that ft 
excites fesfi you, ia reality olij^ect to the uniuessal sentl- 
ment of mankind and to the uniform laagnagjo of the 
scriptures. Beades^, MRben yon say that our system 

• U. Mas^ wf, IV. p. 153. 



Digitized by VjOOQiC 



LCTTBR U. J^. 

esteito fear more tbAn yoursy you aiikiiowledge HM U 
pr«8e«l* a grdjiter diisuMiVe from vice. And farther ) 
it U a comiBOD teattoiolit with jott, that meR always aot 
vrith a <ksigo to ioon»te thetr bappiaeis« and will not 
refrain from uii| till they are donviooed tkatsiadoetroyo 
their haf^ness^ Now this is acknowledging that their 
fears most be excited in order to induce them to repents 
And how oad this fcMir S(*bvert love to Ood i^ Yoo tc« 
knowledge that they will refrain from siui when they 
are GOUTinced that sin is destructiye to their enjoyments 
And how does this indace. them to refrain from sin i . 
Why, by exciting their fears* ' And does it subvert love 
to God tf induce men to refrain from sin ? Do you never 
tell your hearerSi that the tray of the tremgreamr U 
hard 9 Yes. Why do you make this* statement P To 
prompt them to a virtuous course. Thus you coafesa 
that it is proper to excite the fears of men. And thisj 
instead of subverting love to 6od| aotuaUy produoes it 
Again ; you frequently assert that your system has a 
greater moral iniuence than ours, because it brings the 
punishment near, and so^ iAoreAaes the motive to break 
off from sin. Now surely you will not be so inconsist- 
ent» as to object to our system on the ground of its ex- 
citing fear, while you boa^t of yours foiT that very reas€m< 
When treatii^ upon this very sulr|eot« yon frequently 
quote the passage^ *'The gbodnes* of God leadetk to 
repentance*^' This tesit io brought forward to showi 
that it is improper to persuade men by terror. But let 
us not tie imposed upon by words* The term ^oodfi€89 
is sometimes used In scripture te signify the jpurs nMveg 
which God maaifesta towards bis creatures in conferring 
real happiness upon them^ and sometimes it ia used in 
a broader sense to signify^ all his dealings with his 
creatures^ including punishments as well as rewards. 
This you will acknowledge. The term gooinesB, in the 
passage in question, muat have o^e or the other of these 
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meanings. Now if the term goodness Is used in its 
broadest sense* to include all the divine admiQistration» 
judgments as well as mercies, it is nothing to joar pur- 
pose. On this interpretation of the word goodness, the 
passage simply teaches that punishments as well as 
rewards, the justice as well as the roercj of God, lead 
to repentance. 

But if the term goodness is used in the other sense to 
signify mercy, and that alone^ what does the passive 
teach ? Why, that the mercy of God leadeth to repen- 
tance. But does the passage teach us that mercy is the on- 
ly means which leads to repentance ? No; it does not ; it 
simply says that the goodness or mercy of God leadeth 
to repentance. But do not judgments alaolead to repen- 
tance ? Yes ; the same apostle'says that ''godly sorrow 
worketh repentance." The case then stands like this ; 
men are led to repentance by mercies and by judgments. 
And you yourself constantly maintain, that punishment 
is salutary; that 'God punishes his creatures only to 
amend them. Now when you say that all punishment 
is salutary, you acknowledge that punishment leads to 
repentance. Now with what propriety can you assert, 
or even insinuate, as is often done, that the fear of pun- 
ishment has no eficacy in leading sinners to repentance, 
while your whole scheme rests upon the principle, that 
punishment i»^ salutary, and is inflicted only to reform 
the transgressor f These remarks are sufficient to show 
that your objection has no force. 

From what has been offered upon the moral tendency 
of your system, I think it will be obvious to the reader, 
that it is corrupt in principle, and if reduced to practice, 
would have a bad effect upon society. And the repre- 
sentations you frequently give of sin, are such as would 
naturally impress the mind with the idea, that sin is no 
evil, aqd that the sinner ought not to be punished at all. 
In order to show the desert of sin, and how far il ought 
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to be piuu«lieil« you iatr^duce the Mkwiiig Umil^ 
**Yo\x who «jre the parent of » nnmber of children* b»v^ 
an enem j» who>. taking advantage of the du«k of tbe 
evening* and by putting on some of yoar olothes, and by 
imitating youjr vaice, deoeivea your cfaildreo, io th«l 
while they think they are following your direotiona 
through, the moat dreary j, unpleasant ways»they are zea- 
lously executijag your enemy's moat cruel injunctionSf. 
The poor deluded children sometimes complain of their 
bard service, and of being destitute of refreshment or 
rest* but are told to hold on with good courage, that 
though their lot be hard at present, they may rest assur* 
ed» that as it is their kind father who is leading them, 
he will reward them ten-fojd for all they suffer. Thia 
deception goes -on till morning. No sooner than dsy- 
light appears, one of your children happens to get a 
glance of the haggard visage of your inveterate foe I 
He starts back» and refuses to go any further, and calls 
on his brethren and sisters to atop, and tells them they 
are all deceived, and are devoted to the service of their 
father's enemy. They no sooner see their error, thaU 
their delttder leaves them»and you find your wandering 
offspring, wounded and half dead* When they see yoi^ 
they rejoice, and fly to your embrace, deeply regret tfio 
delusion that has led them from you, and humbly im-* 
plore your favor. The question now before you is thisi 
will you now punish your <$maciated offspring because 
they have been deluded into misery and want ? Your 
answer is anticipated* You reply, no* surely my chil* 
dren have su&red enough, I will now let them see that 
their father's yoke is easy, and that his burthen is 
light."* 

Let any person read the above, and he can no longer 
doubt relative to the moral influence of your system^ 
The sehtinient therein expressed goes directly to justify 

a ijeo<. p. 2S0. 
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every transgression. In the first place, the sentiraent is 
utterly false. It was introduced by you to show the 
just desert of sin. But it goes directly to show that sin 
does not exist. You state, that these children THfNK 
they are following their father^s directions, while they 
are following their father^i» enemy. By this you would 
teach us that every sinner, when committing the gross- 
est iniquity, really thinks that he is obeying the com- 
mands of God ! But will this sentiment accord with 
the scriptures ? By no means. We read of those who 
know their master's will and do not perform it, and of 
those who sin wilfully after they have received the 
knowledge of the truth. Now will you pretend that 
those who sin wilfully, think they are obeying the com- 
mands of God ? It is a direct contradiction in terms. 
And will you presume to say that the thief, the pirate, 
and the murderer, think that they are acting in obe- 
dience to the requirements of their heavenly Father ! 
Every person must acknowledge the falsity of your 
statement. And yet you represent this as the just de- 
sert of sin ! 

Having seen the falsity of your representation, now 
let us inquire into the moral influence of the above 
quoted paragraph. By your simile you give us to un- 
derstand, that every sinner is so far deluded as to be- 
lieve that he is doing his duty, when perpetrating the 
most horrid deeds. Yes, according to your representa- 
tions, the pirate, when robbing his fellow beings of their 
property, and wantonly taking their lives to glut his 
insatiate cruelty, thinks that he is following the direc- 
tions of his Father in heaven ! I will not remark upon 
the absurdity of this supposition, but I will suppose that 
this strange sentiment should be generally believed. 
What would be the effect r Why, men would conclude, 
and justly too, from their system, that murder and rob- 
bery were no crimes ; and, in fine, that no act whatever 
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was sinful. For no person wil! pretend that it is crimi- 
nal for any person to do that which he reallj thinks God 
has commanded him to perform. And being persuaded 
that no act was sinful, tbej would of course contend 
that no person ought to be punished ! Thus» sir, if jour 
system was generally embraced and reduced to practice, 
men might steal, rob and murder with a high hand, and 
feel the fullest assurance that they should not be pun- 
ished by any law, human or divine ! Now if such a sen- 
tlment is not replete with mischief, and pernicious in its 
influence, I know of no sentiment that can be. 

Many who have been the advocates of your scheme, 
have been convinced of its deleterious influence. It is 
worthy of remark, that those who have come over to the 
system of Universal Salvation, and have since rejected 
the system, have been strenuous advocates for your 
particular views. Grossman, Kinsman, and Smith, who 
have lately renounced the doctrine of Universal Salva- 
tion, and have declared to the world that the doctrine 
was of dangerous tendency, were with you in sentiment» 
and doubtlessly judged of our general system, by their 
particular belief. 

Though I have labored to show, and I think have 
plainly shown, that your system is of an immoral ten- 
dency, you will not understand me as saying, or even 
insinuating, that your character is bad. You will un- 
doubtedly perceive that 1 have spoken of your system 
as such. The corruption I have been endeavoring to 
point out, lies in your system, and not in your character. 
Your character may be good, notwithstanding your sys- 
tem may be corrupt. Because some climates are un- 
healthy, it does not follow that all the inhabitants of 
those climates are dangerously sick, or that they are 
sick at all. There may be many causes which coun- 
teract the unhappy eff'ect of the climate, and preserve 
some at least in perfect, health. And so in relation to 
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yoar syttem^^there may be manj eaates, which exert 
tn ittfluefica upon the tniiid more powerfal than a MHef 
In a tpecalatite oiriDiom. In a urord* I speak of jfour 
tyatem in the tame matmer that joti ^pedt of Calvii^dfii, 
far imtattce. Too pronounce that feyatem of dangerous 
lAttienoe. Bat yott do not mean to t>e understood, that 
"afl who profess that doctrine are immoral men. Yon 
are free to declare that there are many pious and prac- 
tical Christians professing that belief. I joyfully admit 
your moral character, and will do you the justice to as- 
cribe it to your Tirtuous dispositioo, and not to your 
iiystem* 

But although your system may not produce immorality 
among its public advocates, still I belieye that I may 
assert that it has one unhappy efi^ct even upon them ; 
it induces them, in their public labors, to dwell too 
nittc^ upon doetrines, and too little upon moral duties. 
I think the public will bear me witness when I say, that 
those preachers who are with you in sentiment, dwell 
less upon practical pie^ty and morality, than those do, 
who believe in a future retribution* 

I have already stated that I do not, by any thing con- 
tained in these Letters, mean to be understood as deny- 
ing you my fellowship. And I will here repeat, that I 
do not, by any thing herein contained, intend to deny you 
«thename and character of a Christian minister/' With 
this assurance you have already acknowledged yourself 
satisfied, and consequently all further apology is unne- 
cessary. 

As Christian fellowship is now introduced, I will offer 
a passing remark upon that sutgedt. The ground of 
Christian fellowship with me is simply this ; — a lelief 
in the divine legation of Christ. If a man possessing a 
good moral character, professes to believe in the divinity 
of the Scriptures, 1 consider him entitled to my fellow- 
ship as a Christian. ChristiaCn fellowship does not ne- 
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t^^essarily suppose a perfect unitj of sentimeut on every 
subject pertaining to religion. Men maj believe in dif- 
i«rent systems^ preach different doctrines, and belong 
to different associations or orders, and still be in fellow- 
ship with each other. When I tell a person, that I fel- 
lowship him as a Christian, I do not pledge myself to 
give countenance to every opinion in which he believes. 
In these remarks, however, and in fact, in all that is 
<^ontained in these Letters, I write simply as an indi- 
vidual. Though many of my brethren agree with me in 
believing a future retribution, I know not how far the 
arguments I have made use of in these sheets, may 
nieet their approbation. 

I have now closed my examination of this subject. 
My object has been truth. I have endeavored to pre- 
sent the doctrine of a future retribution in its proper 
light, and to exhibit some of the principal arguments 
which convince me of its truth. And in examining your 
system, I have endeavored to state it correctly, and to 
meet your arguments fdirly. And though I have spoken 
with the greatest freedom relative to your opinions, I 
have endeavored to avoid every thing which would look 
like an attack upon your moral character. How the 
arguments I have adduced will strike your mind, lam 
unable to determine. In examining and weighing the 
arguments in favor of a future retribution, you will . 
consider that the question is not, whether any one argu- 
ment, separately, is sufficient to establish that doctrine, 
but whether they are all sufficient, when taken collec- 
tively, and in a proper chain. All moral evidence is 
made up of probabilities ; and though the probability 
may not be great, when each argument is viewed sepa- 
rately, still when a great number of probabilities are 
united, they amount to moral certainty. And it is in 
this connected view, that you are desired to weigh the 
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aifittmeiiis advanced in the different parts of mjr book in 
favor of a futare retribution. 

Thoogh these Letters are not written to provoke 
controversjt vtill, as thej are submitted to 70a and tiie 
pubtie for examination, thej are liable to be attacked. 
Nor have I the least objection to their being reviewed. 
But, sir, should jou attempt a replj, I have this request 
to make, viz. that you give a definite stuttment of your 
vUw$ upon the 9u(ffeet. As you believe that all men 
will be hippy immedtatel j at death, I wish to be inform- 
ed 6n what ground you rest your belief;— whether the 
immaculaU nature of the sotU exempts it from suffering, 
or whether it is saved by being divinely instructed . in- 
stantly after death. Or if you rest your system on the 
resurrection, I hope you will state definitely yonr views 
upon that subject, and inform us whether you believe 
that the resurrection takes place at the moment of 
death, or whether you believe in a future general resur- 
rection. This request ia made that we may see wherein 
we differ, and wherein we are agreed, so that we may 
not dispute about words only. I request this the more 
earnestly, because I g^m at a loss to know your precise 
views upon this subject. Though I have read your 
works with a view to learn your opinions, I am still in 
the dark relative t^ the ground on which you base your 
scheme* As 1 hkie stated my views in a clear and defi- 
nite manner, I flatter myself that you will not hesitate 
to state yours in a manner equally clear. I cannot be- 
lieve that you will refuse to comply with this request, 
for this would be confessing that you are ashamed of 
your system. Yes ;— should you come forward to con- 
fute what ia advanced in these Letters, without stating 
your own opinion with precision, the public would con- 
clude of course, either that you have no settled views on 
the subject, or that you are sensible of the deformity of 
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jour system, and therefore wish to conceal it. In either 
case it would operate to your disadvantage. 

I cannot conclude these Letters without expressing 
the satisfaction I feel in the reflection, that we can en* 
tertain different views, and even discuss them before the 
public, and still regard each other with Christian fel- 
lowship. Hoping that what has been offered may pro- 
mote the truth as it is in Je9us, and that the pure gospel 
may flourish amongst us ; that friendship between us 
may long exist, and that Christian fellowshi^^ may not 
. be interrupted, 

I subscribe myself. 

Yours in the faith of the Gospel, 

CHARLES HUDSON. 
WeslmmsUr^ J^asi. Jiarch 4, 1827. 
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ERRATA. 

Page 60, line 10 from the bottom, for thw read this. 
Page 65^ line 10 from the bottom, for adults read adepts. 
Page 137, line 2 from the top, for immortality read mortality. 
Page 148, line 11 from the bottom, for kings read beings. 
Page 163, bottom line, for at judgment, read at the judgment. 
Page 170, line 14 from the bottom, for figure resid Jigures. 
Page 229, line 8 from the top, for toiU pretend read will nst 
pretend. 



Note. The author^s residence being at a great distance from 
ihis office, the labor of correcting proofs has devolved entirely 
upon the printer. This wiU serve as au apology for any •rrors 
^hich the intelligent reader may discover. 
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